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ABSTRACT 
 
LIFE SATISFACTION TYPOLOGIES  
AMONG ROMAN CATHOLIC SECULAR CLERGY:  
A Q METHODOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION 
 
 
By 
Raju Antony 
May 2018  
 
Dissertation supervised by Dr. David L. Delmonico 
 Life satisfaction typologies among Roman Catholic secular clergy were studied 
using a Q methodological design. Using Q-Assessor, a web-based tool for Q 
methodological studies, 33 priests sorted and ranked 34 predetermined statements about 
their life satisfaction. By-person factor analysis and varimax rotation extracted three 
predominant category prototypes – pro-spirituals, professionals, and pro-relationals – 
representing three different views regarding the life satisfaction of clergy. The findings 
led to the creation of an explanatory model recognizing a multi-factorial pathway to 
understanding clergy life satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
The demands experienced by Roman Catholic clergy in the United States continue to 
escalate because, while their own numbers decline, the number of Catholics they serve increases 
(Knox, Virginia, Thull, & Lombardo, 2005). About 22% of the total United States population 
and about 25% of the adult United States population identify themselves as Roman Catholics, 
equating to about 68 million persons (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a; 2012b). As leaders and 
ministers of this community, the members of the Catholic clergy exercise a vital role in the lives 
of these people and society at large. While the primary role of the clergy, as described 
throughout the literature, is to perform pastoral duties and to lead the members of their church by 
preaching, teaching, and administering the sacrament, they are also entrusted with the day-to-day 
running and administration of their church. They are reportedly the primary counselors for a 
significant number of Americans (Weaver, Koenig, & Larson, 1997) and are frequently the first 
persons to help with a family or marital problem, or a personal crisis (Casares, 2005; Weaver, 
Flannelly, Larson, Stapleton, & Koenig, 2002); they are often sought out for assistance with even 
the most severe forms of mental illness (Hohmann & Larson, 1993).  For many people, “the 
clergy person is, and always will be, the therapist on call” (Meek et al., 2003, p. 339). 
Understandably, therefore, clergy are in a very demanding helping profession (Hall, 1997; 
Henry, Chertok, Keys, and Jegerski, 1991). 
Contrary to conventional wisdom, reports indicate that although they are overwhelmed by 
vocational responsibilities and are victims of psychological distress (Vitello, 2010; Rossetti, 
2004; see also Knox, Virginia, Thull, & Lombardo, 2005; Knox, Virginia, & Smith, 2007), the 
majority of the priests today are reportedly very satisfied with their lives and are committed to 
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their vows and to the people they serve (Fichter, 1984; Gautier, Perl, & Fichter, 2012; Rossetti, 
2011; Allen & Writer, 1991; Pinkus, 2002). Identifying the conditions and determinants of their 
satisfaction can potentially help to create similar positive environments and thereby lessen 
psychological distress among priests. 
This study looks at life satisfaction as a subjective judgment and investigates the 
determinants of life satisfaction as reported by Roman Catholic Diocesan clergy. Specifically, 
this study is an attempt to identify patterns of agreement and disagreement among the Roman 
Catholic secular clergy regarding their perceptions of determinants of life satisfaction. 
Background 
The field of subjective well-being has become a booming area of science in recent years 
(Diener & Scollon, 2014). Subjective well-being is understood as an umbrella term that includes 
several different components that are somewhat independent. It has been studied in a large 
number of disciplines and has been defined in ethical, theological, political, economic, and 
psychological terms (Diener, 1984; Veenhoven, 1984). Consequently, many terms have been 
used to label well-being, including: happiness, positive relationships, general positive mood, life-
satisfaction, self-satisfaction, wellness, holistic health, quality of life, spirituality and religiosity, 
money, or any combination of these (Buss, 2000; Diener, 2006; Lu & Shih, 1997; Lyubomirsky, 
2001; Myers & Diener, 1995). The key in the “subjective well-being” is the ‘subject’ and his or 
her evaluation of these components in one’s life.  
Life satisfaction is one key indicator of subjective well-being (Linley, Maltby, Wood, 
Osborne, & Hurling, 2009), along with the prevalence of positive affect and absence of negative 
affect (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). It refers to an overall assessment of an individual’s 
quality of life based on one’s own criteria (Lucas, Diener, & Suh, 1996). Life satisfaction and its 
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outcome, happiness, are related to various life domains and are being recognized even by 
businesses such as AOL, Adobe, and Zappos.com as an important factor in customer service and 
in employee motivation (Cook, 2011; Hsieh, 2010). 
Research has shown that a higher level of life satisfaction is associated with greater 
occupational success, better health, and even delayed mortality (Diener & Chan, 2011; 
Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005; Oishi, Diener, & Lucas, 2007). However, life satisfaction 
literature has focused mainly on nonworking populations – namely, students, geriatric 
populations, those with health problems, children, and adolescents (Erdogan, Bauer, Truxillo, & 
Mansfield, 2012). As Erdogan et al. (2012) observe, “although adults spend a majority of their 
adult lifetime working, what social sciences have uncovered about life satisfaction mostly comes 
from studies of nonworking populations” (p.1039).  
Life satisfaction studies conducted on working populations appear chiefly in journals in 
the fields of public health, education, and criminal justice (Erdogan et al., 2012). The scant 
attention paid to the concept of life satisfaction in the field of religion signifies a critical research 
gap. This particularly applies to the members of the clergy who attend to the spiritual and 
pastoral needs of the members of their churches and to their society at large as counselors, 
educators, healthcare providers, and social workers. This study focuses on the life satisfaction of 
the members of the Catholic clergy. 
Statement of the Problem 
 Following the numerous scandals of sexual abuses and malfeasance by members of 
clergy, the Catholic Church has experienced unfavorable attention over the past few decades 
(Plante & Daniels, 2004). During this time, research on the population of clergy has frequently 
focused on psychopathology or psycho-social behavioral problems among them (Vitello, 2010; 
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see also Knox, Virginia, Thull & Lombardo, 2005; Knox, Virginia & Smith, 2007). However, in 
spite of these reports, it is to be noted that the majority of the members of the clergy in the 
United States are reported to be enjoying the most satisfying life and reputation, and have been 
found to be the happiest workers functioning effectively in their own work places in comparison 
to other American workers (Barrick, 2007; Condon, 2003; Gautier et al., 2012; Rossetti, 2004, 
2011). However, there is no consensus among scholars as to what contributes to this satisfaction 
among the clergy.  
 A study among the newly ordained active priests – ordained from 1995-1999 – found that 
the greatest satisfaction for priests comes from their traditional roles of administering the 
sacraments, presiding over the liturgy, and preaching the Word (Hoge, 2002). Similarly, two 
large-scale studies of Catholic priests undertaken between 2003 and 2009 found that the primary 
sources of priests’ happiness were ‘spiritual’ variables such as their relationship with God, view 
on celibacy, religious obedience (to the superiors), prayer, spiritual reading, and reception of the 
sacrament of confession (Rossetti, 2011). At the same time, other studies have found that 
traditional functions of clergy, such as preaching, teaching, and administration of sacraments, are 
peripheral to the overall assessment of satisfaction with ministry (Turton & Francis, 2002; 
Glass, 1976), and that interactional sources such as support from a bishop and from clergy and 
non-clergy friends, as well as a suitable work atmosphere – such as supporting parish staff and 
adequate living conditions – are important aspects of life satisfaction among clergy (Perl & 
Froehle, 2002; Turton & Francis, 2002; Hoge, 2002; Hoge & Wenger, 2003; McGlone & Sperry, 
2012). The variability in these findings suggests possible differences among the priests in their 
points of view on what constitutes their life satisfaction. Using a Q methodological design, this 
study intends to capture these subjective viewpoints of Roman Catholic secular clergy. 
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Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study is to investigate how members of Roman Catholic clergy 
prioritize and define the determinants of life satisfaction, and how members of Roman Catholic 
clergy fit into life satisfaction typologies based on their perceptions of the determinants of life 
satisfaction. Specifically, this study will investigate the priorities and definitions of life 
satisfaction among secular (diocesan) priests. 
Research Questions 
The following questions were explored in this Q methodological research: 
1. What do members of the Catholic secular clergy perceive as contributing to their life 
satisfaction? 
2. What themes emerge among Catholic secular clergy in their understandting of life 
satisfaction? 
3. How do members of the Catholic Secular clergy differ on their perceptions of life 
satisfaction? 
Significance of the Study 
 As noted above, about 25% of the U.S. population belongs to the Roman Catholic 
religion (The Official Catholic Directory, 2011). The Roman Catholic clergy who serve the 
spiritual needs of these 68-plus million individuals and who reach out to their society at large as 
counselors, educators, healthcare providers, and social workers continue to experience a rapid 
decline in their numbers. During 1986-1997, the total number of priests declined from 57,183 to 
48,097 (Virginia, 1998), and during 2005-2015, from 41,399 to 37,578 (Center for Applied 
Research in the Apostolate, 2015), while the ordination of new priests continues to lag. In 1997, 
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only 521 men were ordained as clergy while the loss of clergy was 974, which approximates a 
loss to gain ratio of 2:1 (The Official Catholic Directory, 2011). 
At the same time, the number of Catholics has increased globally at a faster rate than the 
rest of the population in the past nine years. The United States saw 11.7 percent Catholic growth 
compared to 9.6 percent population growth (Schneible, 2016). Under these conditions, priests are 
often expected to take on more responsibilities and live alone as a result of the declining numbers 
of clergy (Isacco, Sahker, Krinock, Sim, & Hamilton, 2016). While most priests are reported to 
be happy in life and satisfied with their work (Rossetti, 2004, 2011), literature also reflects the 
possibility of psychological distress and suffering in this population (Vitello, 2010; see also 
Knox, Virginia, Thull, & Lombardo, 2005; Knox, Virginia, & Smith, 2007). Increased workloads 
and decreased supports are shown to be correlated with negative psychological outcomes, such 
as burn-out (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).  
As a community leader, pastor, and priest, a Catholic priest in the United States comes in 
contact with a large number of individuals, especially at different significant life-events such as 
births, marriages, and deaths, besides other ritual celebrations of the Church. At these events, the 
priests are closely involved with them, either sharing their joy or offering them encouragement, 
support, and consolation. This role demands emotional stability, empathy, and adequate social 
skills. As administrators, teachers, counselors, and community leaders, the members of the 
Catholic clergy assume an important role in the society and are often looked up to as role models 
by others.  
The dwindling number of priests, the possibility of psychological distress, and their vital 
role in their church, as well as in society, call for identifying and promoting their spiritual, 
psychological and physical well-being. Self-report surveys that found high rates of priestly 
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satisfaction and morale used either a single or dichotomous item on “satisfaction” to describe 
whether the respondents were satisfied or not (e.g., “Overall, I am happy as a priest” and “My 
morale is good”, Rossetti, 2011). What these survey items do not reveal are the individual 
viewpoints about happiness / life satisfaction. According to Smith (2001), studies using surveys 
and questionnaires can often use categories that an investigator imposes on the responses. The 
scant attention paid to the subjective nature of life satisfaction among the Roman Catholic clergy 
thus signifies a critical research gap. 
 Exploring life satisfaction typologies among Roman Catholic clergy using a Q 
methodology will help to clarify their tastes, preferences, sentiments, motives, and goals, and 
will reveal what stands out as the most significant contributors to their life satisfaction. 
Understanding how and which aspects of life relate to life satisfaction may help explain 
individual behaviors and performance, as well. This study hopes to identify protective attitudes 
and styles that may prevent burn-out and psychological distress, and promote long-term 
emotional health of individual clergy. A systematic understanding of their points of view on life 
satisfaction will help to provide an evaluation of their psychological and spiritual health, as well 
as individualized training or treatment for them.  
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework adopted in this study was based on an integrative model which 
argues that both personality and domain satisfaction are important in determining one’s life 
satisfaction (Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2004; Brief, Butcher, George, & Link, 1993). This model 
combines the two overarching psychological perspectives that attempt to explain individual 
differences in life satisfaction: top-down (i.e., personological) and bottom-up (i.e., situational) 
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(David, Green, Martin, & Suls, 1997; Feist, Bodner, Jacobs, Miles, & Tan, 1995).1 As Heller et 
al. (2004) describe, “the top-down approach is a dispositional perspective, emphasizing the role 
of broad individual differences in personality in satisfaction, whereas the bottom-up approach 
focuses on the role of situations, events, and contexts in overall satisfaction” (p. 574). The top-
down approach is a dispositional explanation, which asserts that differences in personality and 
other stable traits of a person predispose people to be differentially satisfied with their lives 
(Diener et al., 2003; Steel, Schmidt, & Shultz, 2008). The ‘bottom-up’ perspective proposes that 
a person’s life satisfaction depends on his or her satisfaction in many concrete areas of life, 
which may be categorized into separate but interrelated domains such as family, religion, health, 
friendship, work, and leisure (Pavot & Diener, 2008; Heller et al., 2004; Veenhoven, 1996). The 
basic argument for this approach is that objectively fulfilling a specific need will increase the 
satisfaction with a domain or multiple domains and, implicitly, increase one’s overall life 
satisfaction. According to this perspective, “what individuals report when they are asked about 
their life satisfaction is a complex function of satisfaction with different life domains. Life 
satisfaction is not a simple average of domain satisfaction, as people differ in how they weigh 
each domain” (Erdogan et al., 2012, p.1041).  
The integrative model adopted in this study views life satisfaction as a complex 
multidimensional object of subjective judgment. It considers personality characteristics as 
influencing the ways in which a person interprets the circumstances of his or her life, and these 
interpretations, in turn, directly influence the life satisfaction of the individual. Integrating both 
personality characteristics and situational factors, this model corresponds to a constructionist 
                                                 
1 For a discussion on top-down versus bottom-up theories of life satisfaction, see Diener, (1984); 
Headey et al. (1991); Lance et al. (1989); Scherpenzeel and Saris (1996); and Veenhoven (1996). 
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framework that proposes that reality is personally constructed. In other words, each individual 
creates his or her own meaning system to make sense of his or her perceived reality (Hansen, 
2004). From this perspective, an individual’s life satisfaction is a construct evoked by specific 
questions in its particular context (Fox & Kahneman, 1992) where individuals rely on particular 
cognitive processes and heuristics to deal with the construction of satisfaction judgments 
(Leonardi, Spazzafumo, Marcellini, & Gagliardi, 1999). As Leonardi et al. observe, “satisfaction 
judgments are seen as outcomes of cognitive processes that involve memory search 
interpretation, evaluation and editing” (p. 190).  
Thus, the individual’s present state and past history are potential determinants of 
satisfaction with various life domains. Therefore, the very meaning of “life satisfaction” to an 
individual can change depending on the circumstances of the moment and is not understood as 
being determined by following some pre-established formula. As Oishi, Diener, Suh, and Lucas  
(1999) observe, satisfaction with domains of life can vary according to one’s values in life – 
some people may draw life satisfaction primarily from work, and others see prayer or leisure to 
be most important. Accordingly, for example, those who value relationships and others who 
value achievement will emphasize family satisfaction and work differently in their appraisals. 
Summary of Methodology 
 In this study, the Q methodology framework was used to investigate how members of the 
Roman Catholic clergy prioritize and define the determinants of life satisfaction, and how 
members of the Roman Catholic clergy fit into life satisfaction typologies based on their 
perceptions of the determinants of life satisfaction. The Q methodology is a means of objectively 
extracting subjective opinion and providing a scientific method for identifying perception 
structures that exist within certain individuals or groups. It was invented in 1935 by British 
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physicist / psychologist William Stephenson (Brown, 1996). It has since been applied in the 
fields of academic psychology, communication, and political science, and in the behavioral and 
health sciences (Brown, 1997). It evolved from factor analytic theory and is used to measure 
“subjectivity that represents an individual’s feelings, opinions, perspectives, or preferences… 
(and) allows participants to provide their perspectives by sorting items, typically statements 
related to the topic, into a sorting grid determined by the researcher” (Newman & Ramlo, 2010,  
p. 508). Typically, in a Q methodological study, people are presented with a sample of 
statements about a topic, this being called the Q set. Respondents, called the P-set, are asked to 
rank-order the statements from their individual point of view, according to some preference, 
judgment, or feeling about them. 
 The participants of this study consisted of 33 secular priests from three Roman Catholic 
dioceses. The participants were contacted by email and asked to complete the sorting of 
previously constructed statements (the Q set) through an online tool, Q-Assessor. These 
individual rankings (or viewpoints) were subjected to factor analysis and reports generated by Q-
Assessor, revealed similarities and differences in the participants’ viewpoints on life satisfaction. 
Factors resulting from Q analysis will represent clusters of subjectivity that are operant. 
Definition of Terms 
 Life satisfaction:  A global assessment of a person’s quality of life according to the 
person’s own subjective judgment. 
Secular priests:  Priests who primarily serve in parochial (parish) settings in the secular 
society. They work within the geographical territory of a diocese that is governed by a bishop 
who is appointed by the pope. They are also known as diocesan priests. The secular clergy differ 
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from the clergy of a religious order who live in a community and are governed by a superior 
elected by the religious order.  
Parish:  An administrative area of the Catholic Church typically having its own church 
and a priest or pastor.  
Diocese:  Territorial jurisdiction of a bishop within the universal Church. 
Liturgy of the Hours:  Also known as the Divine Office, is the daily prayer of the 
Church. All ordained deacons and priests of the Catholic Church are obliged to pray the Divine 
Office. 
Summary 
This chapter provided a general introduction to this study, and the background and 
significance of investigating the contributing factors of life satisfaction as perceived by Catholic 
clergy. Additionally, Chapter One discussed the theoretical framework of the study, and offered 
a brief overview of the methodology. Research questions are provided in this chapter, as well as 
definitions of terms. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter provides a review of relevant literature as related to this study on life 
satisfaction among Catholic diocesan clergy. The chapter is organized into four sections. The 
first section of the literature review examines the concept and theoretical approaches to life 
satisfaction, the second section examines the domains of life satisfaction, and the third section of 
this literature review examines the relevant research findings on clergy life satisfaction. The last 
section is a description of “Q Methodology”. 
Life Satisfaction 
When used in a broad sense, the phrase ‘life satisfaction’ is synonymous with ‘quality of 
life’ or ‘well-being’ or ‘happiness’ (Veenhoven, 2004). Due to the high correlation among these 
different terms, scholars maintain that both subjective well-being and life satisfaction refer to the 
same construct (McNeil, Stones, & Kozma, 1986). Global studies of happiness levels around the 
world utilize life satisfaction as the measure of happiness (e.g., Cummins, 1998; Tsai, 2009). 
However, scholars understand life satisfaction as one of the three factors in the more general 
construct of subjective well-being (Corrigan, Kolakowsky-Hayner, Wright, Bellon, & Carufel, 
2013), along with positive affective appraisal and negative affective appraisal (Arthaud-Day, 
Rode, Mooney, & Near, 2005). Lucas et al. (1996) state that life satisfaction is distinguished 
from affective appraisal in that it is more cognitively than emotionally driven. As a cognitive 
component, life satisfaction refers to a judgmental process in which individuals assess the quality 
of their lives on the basis of their own unique set of criteria. In this process, “a comparison of 
one’s perceived life circumstances with a self-imposed standard or set of standards is presumably 
made, and to the degree that conditions match these standards, the person reports high life 
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satisfaction. Therefore, life satisfaction is a conscious cognitive judgment of one’s life in which 
the criteria for judgment are up to the person” (Pavot & Diener, 1993, p. 164). In other words, 
life satisfaction is a global assessment of a person’s quality of life according to the person’s own 
subjective judgment. It means that the degree of life satisfaction is based on a unique set of 
criteria which each individual sets for himself or herself. 
This subjective nature is further elucidated by the fact that life satisfaction evaluations are 
influenced by both contextual factors or temporarily accessible information (i.e., information 
from the immediate or very recent context surrounding the query) and chronically accessible 
information (e.g. personality / temperament dispositions of the individual, judgment of a specific 
domain of one’s life) (Pavot & Diener, 1993). Schimmack and Oishi (2005) found that the 
effects of contextual factors are relatively small when compared to those of chronically 
accessible information in making life satisfaction judgments. Factors such as fluctuations in the 
mood of a respondent can influence life satisfaction judgments, but survey situations tend to 
produce effects that are small compared to the stable variance in the measures. However, 
individuals tend to rely on the same types of information to create consistent life satisfaction 
judgments over time (Schimmack, Diener, & Oishi, 2002). Life satisfaction judgments are also 
influenced by the personality of an individual, particularly as related to temperament dispositions 
such as extraversion and neuroticism (DeNeve & Cooper, 1998) and a person’s chronic moods 
(Schimmack et al., 2002).  
Levels of satisfaction with specific life domains are an important source of chronically 
accessible information for life satisfaction judgments. Domain satisfaction reflects a judgment of 
a specific aspect of one’s life (e.g., marital satisfaction, satisfaction with housing). Although life 
satisfaction is not understood as the arithmetic average of various domain satisfaction levels, life 
  14 
satisfaction and domain satisfaction have been shown to correlate substantially (Diener, Oishi, & 
Lucas, 2011).  
Researchers have also highlighted cross-cultural differences in the perceived levels and 
correlates of life satisfaction (Kang, Shaver, Sue, Min, & Jing, 2003; Kitayama & Markus, 2000; 
Oishi & Diener, 2001; Oishi, 2002; Oishi, 2006; Park & Huebner, 2005; Tam, Lau, & Jiang, 
2012). Kitayama and Markus (2000) presented a theoretical analysis of cultural differences in 
well-being, and argued that “(a) well-being comes from cultural participation, and (b) to the 
extent that cultural participation requires different forms across cultures, well-being feels 
different and means something different across cultures” (Oishi, 2006, p. 411). As cultural 
variables can explain differences in mean levels of life satisfaction across cultures, Diener et al. 
(2003) suggest that culture can also moderate which variables most influence life satisfaction. 
These studies reveal that there are differences between nations, and between ethnic groups within 
nations, in relation to the mean levels and correlates of life satisfaction.  
Top-Down and Bottom-Up Approaches 
Although a single comprehensive theory of life satisfaction does not exist, scholars have 
put forward two discrete approaches to the study of life satisfaction: top-down and bottom-up 
(David et al., 1997; Feist et al., 1995). The ‘top-down’ approach is a dispositional explanation 
which asserts that differences in personality and other stable traits of a person predispose people 
to being differentially satisfied with their lives (Diener et al., 2003; Steel et al., 2008). This 
approach emphasizes the role of broad individual differences in personality as they are related to 
satisfaction. In this approach, research is focused upon variables such as dispositional traits of 
personality, self-esteem, and genetic factors (Leonardi et al., 1999). In other words, some people 
  15 
have an inclination to feel more satisfied with their lives depending on who they are (e.g., Steel 
et al., 2008). 
The ‘bottom-up’ tradition hold that a person’s life satisfaction depends on his or her 
satisfaction in many concrete areas of life that may be categorized into separate but interrelated 
life domains such as family, friendship, work, and leisure (Pavot & Diener, 2008; Heller et al., 
2004; Veenhoven, 1996). However, life satisfaction is not understood as an arithmetic average of 
domain satisfaction because people differ in how important they consider each domain in their 
own lives. For example, those who value spirituality and others who value achievement will 
emphasize religion and work differently. Values, belief systems, family background, and many 
other factors can influence domain satisfaction at any particular time. From this perspective, 
therefore, situation-induced changes in domain satisfaction combine to produce variability in life 
satisfaction judgments over time.  
Although these two approaches are often shown as being two competing theories in the 
study of life satisfaction, they do not totally neglect either constancy or the within subject 
variance in their evaluation of life satisfaction. While the top-down factors of the individual were 
shown to be a strong determinant of life satisfaction judgments, studies reinforce the view that 
unique environmental or situational effects can modify the top-down influence (Stubbe, 
Posthuma, Boomsma, & De Geus, 2005; Brief et al., 1993; Heller et al., 2004). At the same time, 
instead of a simple top-down or bottom-up theoretical model for understanding life satisfaction, 
results of meta-analytical studies indicate that both dispositional and situational factors interact 
in relation to life satisfaction (Heller et al., 2004; Pavot & Diener, 2008).  
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An Integrative Model 
Heller et al. (2004) propose an integrative model of understanding the construct of life 
satisfaction. This eclectic model argues that both personality and domain satisfaction are 
important in determining one’s life satisfaction. Heller et al. (2004) argue that the personality-life 
satisfaction association is mediated by domain satisfaction. Incorporating the direct influence of 
domain satisfactions on life satisfaction, this model combines the top-down and bottom-up 
approaches to the study of life satisfaction in that it (a) specifies direct paths between the traits 
and domain satisfaction (top-down perspectives), yet also (b) posits that the domain satisfactions 
contribute directly to life satisfaction (bottom-up perspectives) (Brief, Butcher, George, & Link, 
1993). While the personality of a person can place certain limits on the level of life satisfaction 
people can experience, changes in people’s environments, perception, feelings, and behaviors 
can increase or decrease their level of satisfaction. 
Consistent with the recommendations in the literature on life-satisfaction, the integrative 
model can be understood from a constructivist framework (Brief et al., 1993; Fox & Kahneman, 
1992; Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2004; Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2006; Kitayama & Markus, 2000; 
Leonardi et al., 1999; Oishi, 2002, 2006; Park & Huebner, 2005; Tam et al., 2012). The key to 
constructivism is the notion of genesis understood as the construction of reality in a way that is 
neither relativist nor positivist-realist (Sánchez & Loredo, 2009) and it focuses on the active role 
of knowers in the construction of knowledge. It rejects the idea that we can discover aspects and 
features of a pre-given ‘ontological’ reality and that we can only know the reality represented by 
human thought and human language. In other words, cognition is fundamentally adaptive, and 
knowledge emerges when cognitive agents actively try to make sense of their experience by 
constructing ideas, concepts, or schemas that organizes this experience in a coherent way 
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(Baerveldt, 2013; Fosnot & Perry, 2005). Thus, life satisfaction can be understood as 
individuals’ subjective judgments and constructions evoked by specific questions in its particular 
context (Fox & Kahneman, 1992).  
As Leonardi et al. (1999) observe, “satisfaction judgments are seen as outcomes of 
cognitive processes that involve memory search interpretation, evaluation and editing” (p. 190). 
Leonardi et al. further argue that individuals rely on particular cognitive processes and heuristics 
to deal with the construction of such satisfaction judgments. From this point of view, both top-
down and bottom-up concepts are re-interpreted in order to consider that all satisfaction 
judgments are complex cognitive tasks, and their weight on the construct of life satisfaction is 
more heuristic than causal. “Some heuristics used by people involve top-down processes because 
they derive satisfaction judgments from more general and superordinate aspects, whereas other 
heuristics involve bottom-up processes because they derive satisfaction judgments from more 
specific and subordinate aspects” (Leonardi et al. p.190). Thus, top-down and bottom-up 
concepts refer to ways used by people to construct their satisfaction judgments: top-down effects 
are conceptualized as part of the variance that is common to all satisfaction judgments and 
bottom-up effects as variance that is linked to specific life circumstances.  
From this perspective, life satisfaction, like other human conditions – including physical 
or mental health, intelligence, beauty, and good character – is a complex, multidimensional 
object of subjective judgment. The individual’s present state and past history, and the relation of 
these with the circumstances of relevant others, are all potential determinants of satisfaction with 
life domains (Fox & Kahneman, 1992). Furthermore, the very meaning of “life satisfaction” to 
an individual is unique, idiosyncratic, and malleable. It can change depending on the 
  18 
circumstances of the moment and is not understood or determined by following a pre-established 
formula. 
Domains of Life Satisfaction 
The literature related to domains of life suggests that life satisfaction can be approached 
as a general construct of many specific domains, and that a relationship with life satisfaction and 
satisfaction in specific domains of life can be assumed (Cummins, 1996; Veenhoven, 1996). The 
enumeration and classification of the domains of life are arbitrary and the selected partition 
depends on the researcher’s objectives; as Cummins (1996) states, ‘‘the possible number of 
domains is large. If each term describing some aspect of the human condition is regarded as 
separate, then their number is very large indeed’’ (p. 304). Rojas (2006) proposed that partitions 
of life domains must value parsimony, should relate to the way people think about their lives, 
and should be useful to the understanding of life satisfaction. 
However, reported variance in life satisfaction attributed to major life domains has been 
inconsistent. Rode (2004) observes that satisfaction with major life domains explains about fifty 
percent of the overall variation in life satisfaction. Rode and Near (2005) found that the variance 
in life satisfaction attributed to major life domains was 25 percent. As Rode (2004) suggests, this 
inconsistency may be due to the number and kind of life domains included, as well as the 
characteristics of the selected sample. 
Domains that are consistently identified by life satisfaction research include health, 
financial situation, social relationships, self-worth, leisure-time, family, and work (Loewe, 
Bagherzadeh, Araya-Castillo, Thieme, & Batista-Foguet, 2014). As shown in Table 1, Loewe et 
al. (2014) summarized how these life domains have been represented in life satisfaction research. 
Other domains of life such as intimacy, emotional well-being, sex life, productivity, safety, 
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house, living area, physical appearance, and education have also received considerable attention 
in the literature (e.g., Cummins, 1996; Gregg & Salisbury, 2001; Frederick, Sandhu, Morse, & 
Swami, 2016; Gupta, Etcoff, & Jaeger, 2016; Leonardi, et al., 1999; Headey, Veenhoven, & 
Wearing, 1991; Sirgy, Widgery, Lee, & Yu, 2010).  
Table 1 
Life Satisfaction Domains in Previous Research2 
 Health Finance Social Self Leisure Family Work 
Flanagan (1978) • • •   • • 
Andrews and Inglehart (1979) • • •  •  • 
Headey et al. (1991) •    •  • 
Zapf and Glatzer (1987) • •   • • • 
Day (1987) • • • • • • • 
Headey and Wearing 1992 • • •  • • • 
Felce and Perry (1995) • • • • • • • 
Cummins (1996) • •      
Alfonso et al. (1996)   • •  • • 
Greenley et al. (1997) • • •  •   
Möller and Saris (2001)        
Gregg and Salisbury (2001) • • • •  • • 
Argyle (2001) • • •  •  • 
Praag et al. (2003) • •   •  • 
Cummins et al. (2003) •  • •  •  
Costa (2008) • • •     
Sirgy et al. (2010) • • •  • • • 
 
  
                                                 
2 Adapted from “Life domain satisfactions as predictors of overall life satisfaction among 
workers: Evidence from Chile,” by N. Loewe et al., 2014, Social Indicators Research, 118(1), p. 
75. Copyright 2013 by Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht. 
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Clergy Life Satisfaction 
Catholic priests are a very carefully selected group of men who are meant to fulfill 
religious and spiritual duties. Their identity, distinctive lifestyle, and the characteristics of their 
work are all considered to be factors affecting their life satisfaction. This section describes 
several ideas from the literature that address the identity of Catholic priests and the domains of 
satisfaction that are specifically associated with them.  
Identity of Catholic Priests 
Highlighting the unique life of the priests, Rossetti (2011) observes, “priests are clearly, 
and really not surprisingly, normal men. And yet they are not. There is something more to their 
lives that sets them apart” (p. 3). The role and ministry of a priest are considered a calling 
from God, and usually talked about as a vocation. This vocation to the priesthood is exercised 
through their administering the sacraments of the Church as well as their service to others 
(Hankle, 2010; Isacco et al., 2016).   
When speaking of vocation, most Catholics think only of priesthood or religious life. 
Catholic theology, however, uses the term ‘vocation’ in three distinct but related senses (Shaw, 
2004). Firstly, there is a common vocation received by all at baptism and strengthened by other 
sacraments, this being to love and serve God above all and to love and serve one’s neighbor as 
oneself. The second meaning of the word is what is traditionally referred to as ‘state in life.’ It 
refers to the call to live a married life or to live a life of a cleric, such as a priest, or to live as a 
single person. In a third sense, ‘vocation’ refers to ‘personal call’ – a unique mission an 
individual has and the living of a life God wants for that person regardless of his / her state of 
life.  
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Although there have been diverse interpretations of the nature of Catholic priesthood, 
Catholic theology holds that ordination places a permanent character on the ordained (Barratt, 
2006). The Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) teaches, “through that sacrament priests by 
the anointing of the Holy Spirit are signed with a special character and so are configured to 
Christ the priest in such a way that they are able to act in the person of Christ the head” (n. 
1563). As Hankle (2010) describes: 
Through ordination, the priest becomes a sign for the community of Jesus Christ present 
in a mysterious way. Jesus Christ is believed to minister through the man uniquely to the 
community he leads. This is what a Catholic priest becomes, and because he becomes a 
new being, certain functions follow. Catholic priests, because of who they become, are 
empowered among the faithful to administer sacraments. Sacraments are efficacious 
signs believed to be instituted by Jesus Christ while he ministered in person on earth and 
are given to the Catholic Church to assist the Catholic faithful in participating in the 
divine life of God. They are believed to bear spiritual fruit to those who are properly 
disposed to receive them. (p. 204) 
In other words, “the person being ordained is now different than they were previously 
and this change cannot be removed” (Hankle, p. 204). For a Catholic, the meaning of priesthood 
is more than an understanding of functionality – he is an alter Christus, meaning “another 
Christ” (Dunfee, 2009). This phrase is most unambiguously applied to the priest when he 
celebrates the sacraments, and especially the Holy Mass, so that when a priest celebrates the 
Mass it is Christ who transforms the bread and wine into His Body and Blood (Dunfee, 2009). 
Although Catholic teaching on priesthood and vocation is primarily theological and 
spiritual, researchers consider its psychological and sociological dimensions in order to gain a 
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broader perspective on the various aspects of the lives of priests (McGlone & Sperry, 2012; 
Miller, 2012). 
Hankle (2010), reviewing the primary theories of vocational psychology, found that 
“psychological understandings of vocation tend to rely on matching one’s capabilities or 
characteristics to a particular type of work or by identifying elements of the self and matching 
work to these elements” (p. 205). Therefore, the aspiration for a certain type of work comes from 
the self. This understanding of vocation, focusing on its subjective nature, differs from the idea 
of vocation found in Catholic spirituality. The Catholic spiritual tradition views vocation not as a 
response to one’s internal promptings or desires, but rather to divine promptings (Thompson & 
Miller-Perrin, 2003; Hankle, 2010; McGlone & Sperry, 2012; Miller, 2012). 
Vocation is radically personal. It is the presence and direction of God in relation to one’s 
unique personality, history, and life (Hahnenberg, 2006). However, its communitarian and social 
dimension cannot be overlooked. The experience of the call, no matter how powerful in the life 
of an individual, always comes to a person through other people – parents and   mentors, pastors 
and teachers, prophets and friends (Hahnenberg, 2006). In other words, vocation is mediated 
through the faith community known as the Church (Hankel, 2010). This idea of vocation, as 
Hankle (2010) describes it,  
involv[es] a spiritualized ideal of not only what a person will do and how to best match 
their personality and abilities to these tasks, [and] also includes what a person is and 
becomes. Vocation in the Catholic sense involves a great deal concerning “being” 
manifesting itself in “doing”.  … The vocation to be a priest is about what the individual 
believes God is calling them to become based on the personal call of God manifesting 
itself in what they do. (pp. 205-206) 
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Sociologically, a priest after his ordination is placed in a different relationship to other 
Catholics and is therefore now something more than “another Catholic”, having symbolic 
significance to the people he associates with (Hankle, 2010). This has implications for his 
identity and sense of self. Similarly, “this ‘becoming’ priest has ramifications for a man’s 
sexuality. He is identified as a ‘celibate’ – a type of sexuality that relies on intimacy that is 
purely emotional, social, and psychological, however does not include the physical element” 
(Hankle, 2010, p. 215). Celibacy is an important aspect of the identity of a Catholic priest, and 
has been extensively discussed by theologians and psychologists (Greenly, 2004; McGlone & 
Sperry, 2012; Hoge & Wenger, 2003; Gamboriko, 2012; Rosetti, 2011). Just as any man – 
heterosexual or otherwise – must come to terms with what that means concerning who he is and 
how he relates to others, celibacy also has implications for what that means about who a person 
is and how he will relate to others.  
In the process of this becoming, from a developmental point of view, a priest goes 
through an ‘identity crisis’ which Erikson defines as “a turning point, a crucial period of 
increased vulnerability and heightened potential” (as cited in Hankel, 2010, p. 216). With the 
help of one’s childhood affirmation or repudiation, as well as one’s historical and social contexts 
which encourage conformity to certain ideals and standards, individuals determine what they 
want to become and believe, as well as what they do not want to become or believe. Developing 
upon Erickson’s theory, Marcia (1966) theorized that “identity is based more on the degree of 
exploration and commitment one made in a variety of life domains. These domains range from 
vocation, religion, relationship choices, gender roles, and other intra and inter psychological 
factors” (as cited in Hankel, 2010, p. 216). A priest’s identity and sense of self as a vocation 
received from God is formed after continuous reexamination of one’s values or choices and 
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through finally making a commitment to serve his role in the Church as a celibate man. Hankel 
(2010) opines that sociological and environmental factors continue to play into the identity, 
values, and roles assimilated by a priest in and through these domains. Therefore, these domains 
as propositioned by research are to be considered when discussing the life satisfaction of priests. 
From the time men are recruited for training, they are placed in a new environment which 
is governed by its own rules and the regulations of a seminary. After the priestly ordination, they 
are guided by the rules and statutes of their diocese that is governed by a bishop, or a community 
that is governed by a religious superior. At their workplace – a parish or a school, for instance – 
they have another set of roles and expected behaviors. In most cases, a diocesan priest resides 
alone in a rectory; however, depending on the needs of the place and the needs of the individual, 
two or more priests may live together in one rectory. They also keep in touch with their families 
and make occasional visits to them. Thus, various dimensions of these domains – a diocese, 
religious community, workplace, family, or any other groups to which they are connected by 
way of their vocation – affect their general life satisfaction.  
Groups of Roman Catholic Clergy 
Roman Catholic clergy share the same ordination and priesthood. However, they do not 
live out their vocation in the same manner. They are broadly divided into three different groups: 
1) Secular priest: A secular priest (also known as a diocesan priest) belongs to the body of 
priests (called the presbyterate) of a local diocese, which is a territorial jurisdiction of a 
bishop, within the universal Church. Secular priests primarily serve in parochial (parish) 
settings in the secular society. Roman Catholic secular priests (who are participants in 
this study) make two promises – once they are ordained – celibacy and obedience.  
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2) Religious Order clergy: These are priests who belong to a religious order, society, or 
community, and live a rule of life based upon a founder or a patron, such as St. Francis, 
St. Dominic, or St. Benedict. They take vows of poverty, celibacy, and obedience, and 
live in a community with other religious priests.  
3) Monastic clergy: These are a subgroup of the religious order clergy; but members of 
monastic groups live almost exclusively within their monastic community and monastery, 
and generally live out their ministerial life within the confines of their cloistered house. 
Secular clergy differ from their religious order and monastic counterparts chiefly in three 
different aspects of their lives: 
1) Status and role of the superior/authority: Secular clergy are under the jurisdiction of a 
bishop who is appointed by the Pope, after adequate enquiry about the suitability of the 
person. However, the priests of the diocese have very little or no role in the selection of 
and the appointment of a bishop. A superior of a religious community is elected by its 
members for a term determined by their constitution and by-laws. Theoretically, a 
diocesan bishop has a longer term of office than a superior of a congregation.  
2) Priests of the religious order or monastic life take a vow of poverty, whereas secular 
clergy do not. It is expected that diocesan priests will lead a life of simplicity which is 
consonant with the people they serve. This means they can own property, have personal 
bank accounts, and operate their own financial dealings. By their vow of poverty, clergy 
of religious orders commit to share their resources, and their time and talents, within their 
communities and with those in need. A vowed member of a religious community does 
not have personal possessions but, like the early Christians, they “place all things in 
common” (Acts 2: 44). This means that any money earned or gifts received are for the 
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good of the whole. The daily needs of an individual member are looked after by the 
community. This difference in the practice of poverty may have significant effects on 
their views on salary, retirement arrangements, understandings of ownership and 
belongingness, and their care for one another.  
3) Secular priests, in almost all cases, live alone in a rectory, fulfilling both pastoral and 
administrative duties, whereas members of religious orders in almost all cases live in a 
community: A significant difference between these groups is apparent in regard to the 
support they receive. Secular clergy’s reported lack of social support and sense of 
isolation are found to be key contributing factors to their significantly greater emotional 
exhaustion and depression in comparison to their religious order brethren (Virginia, 
1998). 
A minority of the secular clergy are appointed by the bishop in the central administration 
of the diocese, and in various capacities. They may not be ministering in a parish setting. Their 
contact with the lay members and with other priests is in the virtue of their office and not from a 
pastoral and personal level. Their office environment, staff, living conditions, and financial 
arrangements are different from those in parish administration. Because of these observable 
differences, only the secular clergy who are currently in parish ministry are included in this 
study. 
Domains of Clergy Life Satisfaction 
Studies on the satisfaction levels of Catholic priests are generally scanty and atomistic, 
consisting of self-report surveys using a single or dichotomous items on “satisfaction” to 
describe whether the respondents is satisfied or not (e.g., Perl & Froehle, 2002). A report 
published by the Legatum Institute revealed that members of the clergy feel more satisfied with 
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their lives than people in other occupations in the United Kingdom (O’Donnell, Deaton, Durand, 
Halpern, & Layard, 2014). Similarly, a University of Chicago study, “Job Satisfaction in the 
United States”, found that 87.3% of the members of the clergy are satiafied in their occupation 
and 67.2% of the them reported that they were very happy (Smith, 2007). Other reports revealed 
that about 90 to 92 percent of Catholic priests are satisfied with being a priest (Pinkus, 2002; 
Rossetti, 2011). However, there is no consensus among researchers as to the sources of their 
satisfaction or what constitutes their life satisfaction.  
The numerous scandals involving sexual abuses and the mishandling of Church finances 
by members of the clergy have received significant media and public attention throughout the 
world, and have also attracted a high level of scholarly attention in the past few decades (Plante 
& Daniels, 2004; United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, 2004; Grossoehme, 1998; Jones 
& Dokecki, 2008; Kline, McMackin, & Lezotte, 2008; Rossetti, 2002; Anderson, 2015; Doyle, 
2003). While the majority of the priests were clearly not implicated in this abuse, they were 
subject to suspicion and mistrust, experiences that might affect their psychological health 
(Rosetti, 2011; McGlone & Sperry, 2012). Researchers have also pointed out that members of 
the clergy suffer from obesity, hypertension, and depression at rates higher than those of most 
Americans (Knox, Virginia, Thull, & Lombardo, 2005; Knox, Virginia & Smith, 2007). 
Addiction to drugs, alcohol, and gambling are some other unhealthy behaviors that have been 
reported in studies on members of the clergy (Vitello, 2010). In spite of these reports, though, the 
majority of the Catholic clergy report having healthy and happy lives (Fichter, 1984; Gautier et 
al., 2012; Rossetti, 2011; Pinkus, 2002). 
Available literature suggests that the life satisfaction of priests is related to these aspects 
of their lives: (a) Spiritual and religious practices and beliefs, (b) Interactional sources of 
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satisfaction, (c) Current ministry and administration, and (d) Personality variables (Perl & 
Froehle, 2002; Krindatch & Hoge, 2010; Rossetti, 2011). 
Spiritual and religious practices and beliefs. 
The life of the priest is primarily characterized by his role and ministry, which are 
considered to be his calling from God. Priests are set apart to fulfill certain spiritual and religious 
duties, and are called to live a life of service and prayer as defined by the Church (Hankle, 2010; 
Isacco et al., 2016; Rossetti, 2011). As Rossetti (2011) observes, “ … priesthood is a spiritual 
life. To be a happy priest necessarily includes having a strong relationship to God and daily 
nurturing [of] that relationship with typical priestly spiritual practices” (p.11). Providing 
sacraments and leading worship are their unique priestly roles. Priests report that acting as the 
shepherds of their flocks provides the greatest source of satisfaction in their work. Accordingly, 
some of the strongest predictors of priestly life satisfaction are related to their spiritual and 
religious practices and beliefs, such as a sense of relationship with God, a view of celibacy as a 
personal call from God, and spiritual exercises, such as private prayer and celebration of the 
Mass, as well as devout reception of the sacrament of penance/reconciliation. A summary of 
spiritual and religious aspects found in clergy satisfaction literature is given below (see Table 2). 
Isacco et al. (2016) reported that religious practices and an individual sense of 
relationship with God through prayers, and spiritual practices of celibacy and obedience, are 
central to priests’ health and psychological well-being, and have positive outcomes such as a 
sense of connection and support, decreased stress, and improved relationships (see also, Ellison, 
Gay, & Glass, 1989; Büssing, Frick, Jacobs, & Baumann, 2016). However, other researchers 
(Perl & Froehle, 2002) have found that most of the spiritual sources of support (e.g., support 
groups, retreats, and spiritual direction) are not related to satisfaction. Similarly, in a study 
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among the Anglican clergy, traditional functions of ministry (e.g., preaching, priestly roles, 
teaching, counseling, and visiting) were seen to be peripheral to the overall assessment of 
satisfaction with ministry (Turton & Francis, 2002). 
Table 2 
Spiritual Sources of Satisfaction  
 
Rossetti 
(2011) 
Hoge 
(2002) 
Hoge 
& 
Wenger 
(2003) 
Greenley 
2004 
Perl 
& 
Froehle 
(2002) 
Krindatch 
& 
Hoge 
(2010) 
       
Sense of inner peace •      
Relationship with God / 
doing God’s work 
•   •   
View of celibacy as a 
personal call from God 
• •     
Religious obedience to 
bishop 
•      
Private/Personal prayer  •    •  
Liturgy of the Hours,  •      
Marian devotion •      
Spiritual reading        
Reception of the sacrament 
of penance/reconciliation 
•      
Celebration of Mass   • •  • 
Preaching   • •  • 
Administering sacraments    • •  • 
Annual retreat •      
Spiritual life  • •    
Helping others  •  •   
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Interactional sources of satisfaction. 
 Life satisfaction research has found significant relationship between interactional sources 
of support and priests’ life satisfaction (Glass, 1976; Perl & Froehle, 2002; Turton & Francis, 
2002). Perl and Froehle (2002) found that there is a strong relationship between a priest’s 
satisfaction and his having close friends who are priests or laity. There is also a significant 
relationship between priests’ satisfaction and their perceptions of support from their bishops. In a 
2002 poll, 67 percent of priests reported that at least half of their close friends were priests. 
Similarly, about 35 percent of priests who have ever served in parish ministry said that half or 
more of their close friends were parishioners or former parishioners (Perl & Froehle, 2002). It 
was found that priests who perceive a lack of encouragement or support from fellow priests, who 
have relatively few close friends who are priests, and who view their bishop or superiors as 
unsupportive, are more likely than others to express dissatisfaction (Hoge, 2002; Perl & Froehle, 
2002).  
Despite their unique religious identity, spiritual roles, and celibate lifestyle, clergy men, 
as evidenced by these findings, exhibit basic human needs to relate with others. Everyday 
experiences provide ready evidence that there is a need to belong in every human being, and that 
this need is of fundamental importance to the psychological, social, physical, and spiritual health 
of an individual (Thompson & McRae, 2001). This significant association between life 
satisfaction and interactional sources of priests’ support from their bishops, fellow priests, and 
parishioners may be understood in the light of Adlerian Psychology regarding social interest, 
where an individual is seen and understood within his or her social context. Adler’s concept of 
social interest is understood as “an emotionally positive attitude towards humanity race, feeling 
of belonging and wanting to belong, the feeling of connectedness of man with man as universal 
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relationship, an all-embracing bond” (Lazarsfeld, 1961, p. 181). Adler believed that happiness 
and success are largely related to this social “connectedness”. The feeling of interconnectedness 
among people is essential not only for living together in society, but also for the development of 
each individual person. An individual can feel connected with another, with family, friends, 
community, and so on, in ever widening circles (Stein, 1992).  
 A summary of interactional sources of satisfaction found in clergy satisfaction literature 
is given below (see Table 3). 
Table 3 
Interactional Sources of Satisfaction 
 Rossetti 
(2011) 
Hoge 
(2002) 
Hoge 
& 
Wenger 
(2003) 
Greenley 
(2004) 
Perl 
& 
Froehle 
(2002) 
Krindatch 
& 
Hoge 
(2010) 
 
Turton 
& 
Francis, 
(2002); 
Glass 
(1976) 
Relationship with  
Bishop 
• • • • • • • 
Family support •     • • 
Relationship with 
fellow priests 
• • • • • • • 
Close friends (priests)     •   
Priests’ gatherings •       
Close Friends (laity)  •    •   
Relationship with 
Parishioners 
• • • •  • • 
 
Krindatch and Hoge (2010) found that Catholic clergy receive strong support from their 
family, parish staff, parishioners, and non-priest friends. However, they are less likely to report 
having strong support from their bishops and fellow priests. Priests who perceive a lack of 
encouragement and support from fellow priests and who have relatively few close friends who 
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are priests reported less satisfaction compared to others. Similarly, priests who view their 
bishops as unsupportive are more likely than others to express dissatisfaction. 
Current ministry and administration. 
Hoge (2002) found that priests who remain in their vocation express higher satisfaction 
with their current work and ministry, as well as their living situation, in comparison to those who 
leave. As the number of active priests has declined over the past decades, priests are bearing an 
excessive workload (Hoge, 2002). They tend to spend more time on the administrative work of 
the parish, which is reportedly the least preferred job (as reported by the majority of the priests) 
in comparison to visiting or counseling parishioners or spending time in personal prayer. Perl 
and Froehle (2002) found that the amount of time a priest works is not in itself a cause for his 
higher or lower satisfaction levels. However, they observed that “the way priests feel about that 
amount of work is rather strongly related to satisfaction. It appears that if they feel they face a 
large amount of work for reasons beyond their control, especially administrative obligations, 
their satisfaction declines” (p. 39). Furthermore, Turton and Francis (2002) reported that 
characteristics of the parish – such as the size of a parish and its financial situation, as well as the 
adequate administrative skills of the priest in question, professionally trained staff, recognition 
from the superior (or bishop) and the parishioners, the appropriateness of priestly training, and 
satisfaction with leisure time – are significant contributors of ministerial satisfaction among 
clergy (see also Perl & Froehle, 2002). Basic organizational research has consistently shown that 
increased workloads and decreased supports are correlated with negative psychological outcomes 
such as burn-out (Maslach et al., 2001). 
Expectations and demands from the bishop and from the parishioners are strongly related 
to satisfaction. Perl and Froehle (2002) found that unrealistic expectations and demands from 
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bishops or from people, and negative attitudes of the people toward priests, are inversely related 
to satisfaction.  
Living arrangements (or rectories) providing comfortable and ample space as well as 
personal privacy were found to be contributing factors to the satisfaction of the clergy. However, 
wages and benefits did not have any relationship to satisfaction (Perl & Froehle, 2002; Turton & 
Francis, 2002). At the same time, as Myers and Diener (1995) point out, work (or the ministry of 
priests) can serve many positive purposes beyond financial gains, such as providing one with an 
identity, a network of supportive relationships, and a sense of purpose.   
Personality / temperament. 
Personality seems to influence how people perceive life events as they take place and also 
returns people to their typical levels of satisfaction after powerful events are experienced. Results 
of studies using a top-down approach have found that personality traits lead people to experience 
life in a positive or negative manner. Personality leads different individuals to experience the 
same life events in either a more positive or negative manner (DeNeve & Cooper, 1998). 
 Cerasa et al. (2016) found that Roman Catholic priests are characterized by a quite 
different personality profile with respect to that detected in the general population with high 
religious practices, although some personality (sub-) facets are similar (for example, low 
excitement seeking and low ‘Openness’). Among the five-factor model of personality3, high 
‘Agreeableness’ together with high ‘Conscientiousness’ describes the personality traits of priests 
(Cerasa et al., 2016). Agreeableness measures how compatible people are with other people, or 
                                                 
3 The five-factor model is one of the most widely accepted models for conceptualizing 
personality. It incorporates five different variables – often referred to as the “big 5 factors” – into 
a conceptual model. The five factors are extroversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and openness (for a discussion, see Caspi et al., 2005; Digman, 1990; Suldo, 
Minch, & Hearon, 2015). 
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basically how able they are to get along with others, including constructs such as: altruism, 
compliance, tender-mindedness, straightforwardness, trust, and modesty. Conscientiousness is 
the dutiful and deliberate dimension of personality, including qualities of order, achievement 
striving, deliberation, competence, self-discipline, and dutifulness. (Suldo, Minch, & Hearon, 
2015). As agreeableness enhances relationship quality and conscientiousness promotes the 
achievement of tasks, McCrae and Costa (1991) implied that these variables would be most 
strongly correlated with life satisfaction and happiness. 
It was found that, among the Anglican clergy, dissatisfaction with ministry is associated 
with tough-minded neuroticism. Both male and female clergy who score high on the neuroticism 
scale and high on the psychoticism scale are more likely than clergy who score low on these 
dimensions to entertain thoughts of leaving ministry (Francis & Rodger, 1994; Francis & 
Robbins, 1999). Their findings demonstrated that satisfaction with ministry is associated with 
stable extraversion. However, dissatisfaction with ministry was found to be independent of 
extraversion scores. 
Recent studies among Catholic priests in the United States, Australia, and Italy found that 
the clergy differ in their psychological temperament. As Francis and Crea (2015) observe, these 
studies suggest a movement away from extraversion to introversion with a consequent shift away 
from an outward-facing spirituality of social engagement toward an inward-facing spirituality of 
personal life. This is a significant finding, as extraverts are said to report higher life satisfaction 
than introverts (Harrington & Loffredo, 2001). 
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 The majority of Catholic priests were found within the Epimethean Temperament (SJ – 
sensing-judging) of the Keirsey Temperament sorter4 (Keirsey & Bates, 1978): 62% in the 
United States, 68% in Australia, and 76% in Italy. Apollonian Temperament (NF – Intuition-
Feeling) accounted for about 24%, Promethean Temperament (NT – Intuition-Thinking) for 13% 
and the Dionysian Temperament (SP – Sensing-Perceiving) for 2% of the priests in the United 
States. Harrington & Loffredo (2001) reported that life satisfaction and psychological well-being 
can vary significantly by psychological temperament type. 
Overview of Q Methodology 
The Q methodology is a set of procedures that focuses on the systematic study of 
subjectivity (Brown, 1993). It incorporates the benefits of both qualitative (Brown, 2008; Watts 
& Stenner, 2005) and quantitative research designs (Block, 2008) of data collection and analysis. 
The philosophical underpinnings of Q methodology being a mixture of qualitative and 
quantitative ideas, Stenner and Stainton-Rogers (2004) have suggested a new term, 
“qualiquantology”, to describe its hybrid nature. It is not used to estimate population statistics, 
but to identify viewpoints which would otherwise be overlooked (Brown, 1993). 
Fundamentally, “Q constitutes a methodology for the study of human subjectivity” 
(McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 2). It is based on the assumption that only a limited number of 
discrete viewpoints exist on any particular topic and that this subjectivity is expressive and 
                                                 
4 The Keirsey Temperament Sorter is one of the most widely used personality assessments, and was designed by 
Keirsey and Bates (1978). The self-assessed personality questionnaire links human behavioral patterns to four basic 
temperaments and sixteen character types. Sixteen types are created by the people’s preference of Introversion (I)-
versus-Extroversion (E)), Intuitive (N)-versus-Sensing (S), Thinking (T)-versus-Feeling (F) and Perceptive (P)-
versus-Judging (J). Each of the sixteen personality types fits into one of these temperament categories: “Epimethean 
Temperament characterizes the SJ profile, people who long to be dutiful and exist primarily to be useful to the social 
units to which they belong. The Dionysian Temperament characterizes the SP profile: people who want to be 
engaged, involved, and doing something new. The Promethean Temperament characterizes the NT profile: people 
who want to understand, explain, shape, and predict realties and who prize their personal competence: The 
Apollonian Temperament characterizes the NF profile: people who quest for authenticity and for self-actualization, 
who are idealistic and who have great capacity for empathic listening” (Francis & Crea, 2015, p.830).  
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communicable. Subjective communications occur when an individual remarks, ‘it seems to me 
…,’ ‘in my opinion …,’ or ‘I agree (or disagree) … ’. Inasmuch as these are personal opinions, 
they are not right or wrong, provable or disprovable (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). According to 
Brown (1980), “Q studies, from conception to completion, adhere to the methodological axiom 
that subjectivity is always self-referent and can be demonstrated to have structure and form” 
(cited in McKeown & Thomas, 2013, pp. 2-3).  
The Q method was first developed by William Stephenson (Brown, 1993), whose work 
on factor analysis led him to invert the procedure in order to group individual participants rather 
than individual variables. Stephenson introduced Q methodology as an adaptation of 
conventional factor analysis, as he recognized that the science of psychology involved a greater 
degree of individual subjectivity and it required research procedures that could systematically 
study subjectivity (Stenner, Watts, & Worrell, 2008; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  
The procedure for conducting Q methodology research involves the creation of a 
‘concourse’. A concourse is a collection of attitudes, views, and statements related to the central 
issue of an investigation. Concourse statements are opinions on the topic of interest that 
constitute the raw materials for Q methodological study. 
These statements are then narrowed down to a smaller set of statements, this being called 
the Q sample, usually numbering between 20 and 60 statements that are most representative of 
the opinions expressed by the population on a specific topic of study. The Q sample is introduced 
to purposefully chosen participants, known as the P sample, and are to be ranked relative to each 
other following the respondents’ subjective preferences and perceptions. The statements are 
ranked between distribution anchors, representing extremes of opinions like ‘strongly agree’ and 
‘strongly disagree’ on a scale of +4 to -4 (depending on the number of Q sample items). 
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Following the rank ordering of the Q sample statements, factor analysis is performed in order to 
identify patterns and commonalities. This factor analysis “gives information about similarities 
and differences in viewpoint on a particular subject” (van Exel & De Graaf, 2005, p. 1). 
In traditional factor analysis, distinct variables identified using different units of 
measurements are directly compared. It yields a variable-by-variable correlation matrix that 
shows the associations between all of the variables. Indicating the r of Karl Pearson’s correlation 
statistic (Pearson’s r), Stephenson called the methods that employ analysis of correlations 
between tests or variables the R methodology (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The main aim of an R 
methodological factor analysis is to account for the many manifest associations captured in the 
correlation matrix through the identification of underlying or latent variables, which are known 
as factors. By correlating persons instead of traits, ‘Q’ studies intra-individual differences, rather 
than inter-individual differences. In Q methodology, individuals perform the measuring rather 
than being measured. Stephenson proposed that “we begin with a population of n different tests 
(or essays, pictures, traits or other measurable material), each of which is measured or scaled by 
m individuals” (quoted in McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. x). In other words, sample items or 
statements representing the viewpoints on a topic are sorted by participants. Statistical analyses 
are then used to group people, not items, with similar views into factors (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
Since its beginnings, Q methodology has emerged as a widely used tool in disciplines as 
diverse as psychology, sociology, political science, policy sciences, aesthetics, and discourse 
analysis (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Brown, 1993). As strictly empirical and quantitative 
methods gained dominance in psychology, the Q sort procedure became associated mainly with 
qualitative procedures. Important contemporary uses of the Q methodology in psychology 
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include assessment of personality (California Q sort, Block, 2008), psychopathy (Fowler & 
Lilienfeld, 2007), and behavior in social situations (Riverside Behavioral Q sort, Funder, Furr & 
Colvin, 2000). 
Theoretical Basis of Q Methodology 
The underlying principle informing Q methodology is subjective communicability. In the 
words of McKeown and Thomas (2013), “subjectivity is inherently expressive and tied to the 
human capacity for sharing impressions through language or other sensory means. It consists of 
an individual’s subjective utterances …” (p. 2) in the form of statements or other means of 
communication. Furthermore, these expressions of human subjectivity are emitted spontaneously 
and without training or any form of external causation. They are made meaningful by the nature 
of their relationship with the immediate environment (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Here, subjectivity 
is not understood as a mental concept that is separate from the real world of objects, but “it is a 
behavior or activity that is best understood relative to its impact upon the immediate 
environment” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 26). The specific set of operational principles and data 
collection methods of Q methodology, along with specific statistical applications, provide the 
researcher with a systematic methodology for examining human subjectivity (McKeown & 
Thomas, 2013). 
Q does not employ a standardized measuring instrument, such as a questionnaire or an 
inventory that might be used for measuring traits, as in traditional methodology; rather, 
individually reported subjective views are obtained by a technique called Q sort. In this 
technique, the research participants are asked to rank-order a set of statements about the topic of 
interest according to a criteria that forms the purpose of the study. This process is carried out 
from a subjective or first-person perspective through the use of a new unit of quantification that 
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Stephenson called “psychological significance” (as cited in Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 15).  Watts 
and Stenner (2012) explain that items which have a high (or positive) psychological significance 
for an individual would be ranked high and those of lesser (or negative) significance would 
receive a lower ranking. The resulting rank-ordered Q grid represents the respondent’s subjective 
evaluation of the heterogeneous set of stimulus items of the Q sample. As Watts and Stenner 
(2012) note, “since all the stimulus items have been ranked or evaluated relative to one another 
[and] in that way made homogeneous relative to the individual in question, each row of the 
matrix [subjective evaluation of the respondent] must also be treated as a single, holistic and 
gestalt entity” (p. 15-16). These rankings are then subjected to factor analysis to extrapolate 
common points of subjectivity among the participants. The analysis is undertaken to show the 
extent to which there are similarities or differences in the subjectivity expressed by participants 
(Steelman & Maguire, 1999).  
The remaining sections of this chapter is a description of two main features of Q 
methodological studies: (1) collection of data in the form of Q sorts, and (2) data analysis by 
inter-correlation and a by-person factor analysis of the Q sorts. 
Collection of Q Sort Data 
Collection of Q sort data involves the following steps: (1) definition of the concourse, (2) 
development of the Q sample, (3) selection of the P set, (4) Q sorting, (5) condition of 
instruction, and (6) post-sorting information gathering. A brief discussion of each step follows. 
The concourse. 
The concourse of communication, generally known as a ‘concourse’, is an essential 
concept in Q methodology. ‘Concourse’ refers to the volume of discussions about the topic under 
study, as Stephenson (1978) says, “ranging from idle gossip to well-informed soliloquies about 
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ordinary things, ‘our thoughts, feelings, wishes, emotions, opinions and beliefs, our fantasies, 
dreams – in a word our mind’” (cited in McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 3.). It is a universe of 
statements for and about a situation or topic extracted from the field of shared knowledge and 
meaning. It stands parallel to the target population for sampling in traditional quantitative 
research methodology and it constitutes the raw material for Q studies by supplying the self-
referenced notions about the topic. 
The concourse may consist of self-referent statements (i.e., opinions, not facts), objects, 
or pictures. A verbal concourse may be obtained in a number of ways: interviewing people, 
participant observation, popular literature, and scientific literature. The gathered material 
represents existing opinions and arguments on the topic of study proposed by lay people, 
politicians, representative organizations, professionals, or scientists (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013; Watts & Stenner, 2005). 
Q sample. 
The size of the concourse is infinite, as the number of viewpoints on any given topic can 
theoretically be infinite. The Q sample, also known as the Q set, is a representative sample drawn 
from the concourse. The items of the Q sample are presented to the research participants for 
them to rank order in a Q sort. The purpose of the Q sample is to provide a comprehensive but 
manageable representation of the concourse from which it is taken. It must be broadly 
representative of the opinion, domain, population, or concourse under consideration. The Q 
sampling process works in the same way as participant sampling in the R methodology (Watts & 
Stenner, 2012). While Q sample items often take the form of statements about a particular 
subject matter, proponents of the Q sort method recommend that the Q sample can be created 
from a variety of different sources, including academic literature, popular media, consultation 
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with experts, informal discussions, pilot studies, or other sources relevant to the subject matter 
(Watts & Stenner, 2012; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). 
Q samples can either be “naturalistic”, “adapted”, or “hybrid” (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013). They are considered “naturalistic” when the statements are ‘natural’ in the language of the 
individuals and are comprehensive in their subjective viewpoints. Naturalistic Q samples can be 
created by in-person interviewing or from written narratives. When Q samples consist of items 
that are either “factual in nature or of an aesthetic or subjective yet formulaic nature” (McKeown 
& Thomas 2013, p. 20), or selected from conventional rating scales, they are called “adapted” Q 
samples (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Naturalistic and adapted Q samples can be combined to 
create a “hybrid” sample.  
Two approaches can be used for sampling items: 1) unstructured and 2) structured. 
According to McKeown and Thomas (2013), an unstructured sample uses items that are 
presumed to be relevant and representative of the concourse “without the use of explicit 
experimental design principles” (p. 23). An unstructured sample will provide a representative set 
of items, especially with concourses for which a theory is non-existent or underdeveloped, but it 
runs the risk that some opinions will be under or oversampled. On the contrary, a “structured 
sample” is created in a more systematic manner to represent theoretical models and constructs 
(McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). In a structured sampling process, the 
subject matter is broken down into a series of component themes or issues on the basis of a 
preconceived theory or simply through research and observation. Items are then generated 
relative to each theme, ensuring that the final Q sample contains items covering aspects of each 
theme. 
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There is no clear rule of thumb for the number of items that should be included in a Q 
sample. According to Watts and Stenner (2012), the exact size of the final Q sample will be 
dictated by the subject matter itself. Since a Q sample is intended to be broadly inclusive rather 
than theoretically driven, the final number of items in a Q sample can vary. A typical Q sample 
contains about 40 to 80 items; however, very satisfactory factor interpretations can be derived 
from a 25-item Q sample (Watts & Stenner, 2012). In general, a limited number of items can 
threaten claims of adequate coverage of the subject matter, whereas too many items can make the 
sorting process very demanding and cumbersome. Watts and Stenner suggest that it is important 
to use subject experts to clarify the wording of individual items, to reduce duplication, and to 
generate new items, and thus ensure the adequacy of a Q sample.  
P sample. 
Participants of a Q methodology study are referred to as the person-sample, or simply as 
the P sample or P set. R methodological studies that employ analysis of correlations between 
tests or variables are usually designed around a limited number of variables and a large sample of 
participants in order to make generalizations about the population. In Q studies, the number of 
participants does not have to be large, as it does in R methodological studies because 
generalizations are made regarding the perspectives on the topic and not the population. As 
Brown suggests, Q methodology only needs: 
Enough subjects [or participants] to establish the existence of a factor for purposes of 
comparing one factor with another. What proportion of the population belongs in one 
factor rather than another is a wholly different matter and one about which Q technique 
… is not concerned. (as cited in Watts & Stenner, 2012, p.7 2) 
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McKeown and Thomas (2013) noted that Q methodology is not concerned with how 
many people believe a concept, but rather how they believe what they do. It aims to establish the 
existence of particular viewpoints, and thereafter to understand, explain, and compare them. 
“Because of its intensive orientation … Q method emphasizes small numbers of participants, and 
single-case studies are not without precedent” (McKeown & Thomas, p.31). Additionally, 
McKeown and Thomas noted that “just as subjectivity is amenable to empirical analysis, so too 
can small P-sets sustain meaningful generalizations about [the] lawful nature of human behavior” 
(p.31). Watts and Stenner (2012) note that “studies in the UK tradition of multiple-participant Q 
methodology usually consider 40-60 participants to be adequate participants” (p.73) and that 
“good studies and analyses might easily be carried out with considerably less” (p.73). Similarly, 
McKeown and Thomas state that most Q studies are effective with 30-50 participants. Brown 
(1993) asserts that no more than 40 participants are necessary to represent the viewpoints of a 
population. As a general guideline, van Exel and de Graaf (2005) suggest researchers keep the 
number of participants less than the number of items in the Q sample, with the aim of having 
four or five persons defining each anticipated viewpoint, which are often two to four, and rarely 
more than six. 
Participants in Q sorting are to be carefully selected in order to make sure that certain 
viewpoints are included based upon the research questions rather than randomly selecting 
participants, thus aiming to represent the whole population (Brown 1993; Ward, 2010). It is a 
structured sample of respondents who are theoretically relevant to the subject matter. In other 
words, the P sample is a purposive sample where participants are expected to have a clear and 
distinct viewpoint regarding the problem and, as a result, may define a factor (Ward, 2010).  
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Q sorting. 
Q sorting is the process by which participants rank-order statements in a manner that 
represents their own point of view (Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 
2012). The participants are asked to distribute Q sample statements along a continuum defined 
by a condition of instruction provided by the researcher for completing the sorting process. 
McKeown and Thomas (2013) mention examples of common life situations where individual 
decisions reveal subjectivity, for example, “a viewer flipping through television channels with a 
remote controller … a shopper selecting a particular brand of breakfast cereal in comparison with 
the alternatives stocking the shelves” (p. 25). When participants perform a Q sort, they make 
decisions about the relative importance and unimportance of Q sample items and thus their 
subjective point of view is revealed. When items are rank-ordered, “the sorter is creating 
functional relationships among the Q sample components. No item is evaluated in isolation. Its 
position is contextual – interpreting and being interpreted by others” (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013, p. 25). When a participant completes a Q sort, each Q sample item is placed in comparison 
with and in relationship with another. Thus, through the medium of Q sort, Q sample items 
become a whole in a single, entangled product (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). 
An important feature of the Q methodology is the forced-choice distribution that requires 
arranging the Q sample items along a predetermined continuum. Participants compare items and 
determine which are more or less characteristic of a given category, and place each item in an 
area on a Q sort continuum grid. The continuum grid takes the form of a quasi-normal 
distribution, symmetrical around the middle and narrow at each end (Figure 1), and is numbered 
from a positive value at one pole, through zero, and on to the equivalent negative value at the 
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other pole (+6 to -6, for example, or +5 to -5, depending on the number of statements chosen for 
the study) (McKeown & Thomas, 2013).  
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
8 31 11 27 17 5 34 32 4 
26 10 18 6 21 29 13 19 9 
(2) 16 23 14 33 7 20 15 (2) 
 (3) 28 3 25 12 22 (3)  
  (4) 2 30 24 (4)   
   (5) 1 (5)    
    (6)     
Figure 1 
Example of a Completed Q sort 
This framework of a quasi-normal distribution is based on the normal assumption that 
people generally feel ‘very strongly’ either negatively or positively about a comparatively 
limited number of items. The quasi-normal distribution and symmetrical shape of the grid reflect 
this observation that a limited number of items can be ranked at its poles, while comparatively 
larger numbers of items can be ranked towards its center (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The range and 
slope of the distribution grid, and the number of items under each marker, are dependent upon 
the number of Q sample items selected for the study. Scholars recommend a nine point (-4 to +4) 
distribution for Q samples of 40 to 60 items or less, an 11 point distribution (-5 to +5) for Q 
samples numbering 40-60 items, and a 13 point distribution (-6 to +6) for Q samples of 60 items 
or more (Watts & Stenner). In the current study, items were arranged on a scale from -4 to +4 
with zero as the center. The number of items placed under each marker also may be affected by 
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the nature of the issue being studied. McKeown and Thomas (2013) note that “controversial 
issues attendant with strong beliefs and emotions can benefit from a flatter distribution, which 
allows for more items placed at the extremes. Less controversial issues may benefit from a 
distribution closely resembling an inverted normal curve” (p. 29). 
Normality is imposed through restrictions upon the number of statements which may be 
placed within any one particular value, with most statements being clustered around a “neutral” 
value (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Criticism of forced normalization is frequent, but largely 
dismissed by proponents of the methodology since respondents have full freedom to rank 
according to their own logic. A forced choice distribution, as Block (2008) argues, “permits a 
fully commensurate and less ambiguous comparison of Q sort [and] it provides data in a more 
convenient and readily processed form” (as cited in Watts & Stenner, p. 78). 
Q sample items can be presented to the participants and sorted by them in the traditional 
card sorting method or can be accomplished using software designed for Q methodology. 
Traditional methods included delivery of Q sort materials via postal service and Q sorts 
administered by a trained Q sort interviewer in an in-person manner (Reber, Kaufman, & Cropp, 
2000). Due to the many advances in interactive capabilities of the World Wide Web, researchers 
have increasingly used online media and computer-based data collection methods for Q sorting 
(e.g., Q-Assessor, FlashQ, HtmlQ, WebQ, Q sort touch, QSortware). Some of these options are 
online systems while others are desktop applications, and their functionality varies considerably. 
Scholars have observed that no significant differences were observed between Q sorting 
conducted in a person-to-person setting versus an online setting (van Exel & de Graaf, 2005).   
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Condition of instruction. 
The condition of instruction serves as a guide for the sorting process. Participants are 
presented with the Q sample items in a random order and are asked to read through the items and 
arrange them into three piles before beginning the rank-ordering process: to the right are placed 
those with which the participants agree the most, to the left those with which they agree the least, 
and in the middle those about which they are neutral (Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 
2013). This can be done with variations on the same basic conditions of instruction (e.g., most 
important, least important, or unsure/neutral etc.). This approach allows the participants to more 
easily see which items represent most agreeable and least agreeable viewpoints.  
Post-sorting information gathering. 
The final stage of data collection involves gathering post-sort information. Scholars 
suggest an ‘in-person’ approach to be the best means for gathering this information, as the 
interview generally serves to increase the richness and quality of the data (Watts & Stenner, 
2012; Gallagher & Porock, 2010). The chief aim of post-sort data gathering is to explore 
participants’ wider understandings of the issue. While the researcher may ask as many questions 
as needed depending on the nature of the study, as Watts and Stenner (2012) recommend, it is 
important to explore the meaning of the items participants placed at the extremes of the 
distribution. This will help to further explore what the ranking meant to the participant. More 
questions can be asked about an item or items in the distribution, which either the researcher or 
the participant may want to talk about. 
Overview of Q Factor Analysis 
The goal of interpretation in a Q sort analysis is to discover whether groups of 
participants sorted the Q set items in similar ways and to discover common themes that 
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distinguish groups of participants from one another. In Q methodology, correlation provides a 
measure of the nature and extent of the relationship between any two Q sorts and thus highlights 
their similarity or dissimilarity. An inter-correlation matrix of all Q sorts will reveal the meaning 
and variability present in the study. Q factor analysis provides a thorough examination of 
viewpoints on particular subjective issues by examining the correlation among the respondents 
(Brown, 1993) and is done in order to reveal multiple points of view that could prevail in any 
situation (Steelman & Maguire, 1999). 
The statistics used in both R and Q factor analyses are similar until the phase of 
interpretation. Q methodology requires additional steps in order for researchers to arrive at a 
meaningful conceptual interpretation for each factor. Q factor interpretations are based primarily 
on the factor scores and not on the basis of factor loadings, as is the case in most ‘R’ research 
applications (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). In order to facilitate the interpretation of factors, 
factor arrays for each factor, are created. At the same time, because each participant’s Q sort 
represents an individual’s subjective viewpoint, each Q sort individually also contains important 
information about the nature of statistically derived factors and about the potential for variation 
in individual views (Watts & Stenner, 2012; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Therefore, Q 
methodology analysis does not end with the creation of factor arrays, but continues with 
qualitative analysis of Q sorts.  
The process of factor analysis involves a statistical inspection of the correlation matrix 
which is undertaken in order to “identify distinct regularities or patterns of similarity in the Q 
sort configurations produced and hence in the viewpoints” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 98) of the 
participants. Q sorts that are highly correlated with one another and not highly correlated with 
others may be considered to have a “family resemblance” (Brown, 1980, 1993). According to Q 
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methodological principles, Q factors load on individuals rather than on variables. A factor 
loading will show the extent to which a Q sort is associated with a factor (Brown, 1993). A 
positive loading on one factor identifies shared subjectivity with other persons on that factor 
while a negative loading indicates that a participant with whom it is associated has a view at the 
opposite pole of the factor (McKeown & Thomas, 2013).  
Q method factor analysis involves: 1) factor extraction and rotation, 2) factor scores, 3) 
factor arrays, and 4) factor interpretation. 
Factor extraction and rotation. 
Q sorts are analyzed together using a web-based user interface, Q-Assessor. As an initial 
step towards extracting factors, a correlation matrix first identifies correlations between 
individual sorts. Q-Assessor supports both principal component analysis (PCA) and centroid 
factor analysis to extract factors. While PCA can offer a single mathematically best solution, as 
Watts and Stenner (2012) observe, “it just deprives us of the opportunity to properly explore the 
data or to engage with the process of factor rotation in any sort of abductive, theoretically 
informed or investigatory fashion” (p.99). Brown (1980) confirms that “in Q methodology it is 
often worthwhile to rotate factors judgmentally and in keeping with theoretical, as opposed to 
mathematical criteria” (p.33).  
The centroid factor analysis offers an infinite number of rotated solutions. As there is no 
mathematically correct solution out of the infinite number of possibilities, the centroid method 
has been viewed as in-determinant and has been widely dismissed. However, as a general 
principle, Q methodology emphasizes subjective viewpoints and the theoretical significance of 
the factors while forgoing sole reliance on statistical significance. Centroid factor analysis is 
endorsed by many Q methodologists precisely because of the mathematical indeterminacy 
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highlighted by the infinite number of possibilities it offers (Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 
2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). McKeown and Thomas (2013) further observe, “the virtue of this 
condition is the freedom it allows to follow hunches (abductive logic) and approach problems 
from any number of different angles that theory might recommend” (p. 56).  
Factor scores. 
 Unlike most research applications, factor interpretation in Q proceeds on the basis of 
factor scores instead of factor loadings. As McKeown and Thomas (2013) state, “because Q 
studies typically proceed with small P-sets and without multiple conditions of instruction, the 
factor loadings are usually of far less importance than factor scores” (p. 60). The factor scores 
are not particularly significant in themselves, but they serve as an intermediate step towards 
creating factor arrays which are “model” Q sorts representing each factor. When computing 
factor scores, only those Q sorts that are ‘solely and significantly’ loaded on a given factor are 
used (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Q sorts possessing a significant factor loading in relation to 
more than one of the study factors are said to be confounded and are not used in the computation 
of factor scores. Theoretically, since some Q sorts are more closely associated with the particular 
viewpoint of a particular factor than others, factor weights are calculated to account for the 
differing magnitude. The weights for each factor loading are calculated using the formula: w = f / 
1 – f 2, where f is the factor loading and w its weight. E.g., to obtain a factor score for Factor A, 
Item #1, the scores given to Item #1 by each participant are multiplied by their respective 
weights and summed. These calculations are repeated for each factor and for each individual 
item, so that each item has one “factor score” for each independent factor.  
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Factor arrays. 
Watts and Stenner (2012) describe a factor array as “a single Q sort configured to 
represent the view point of a particular factor” (p. 140). A factor array always conforms to the 
same distribution used in the original data collection. It is the final product of Q analysis and it 
serves as a ‘model’ Q sort distribution for a factor created from the factor scores of each item. 
Factor scores are ranked in numerical order and items with the highest rankings are given the 
highest rank in the factor array or the ‘model’ Q sort format.  
Factor interpretation. 
Each factor array constitutes a composite Q sort and hence is a generalization of a 
subjective viewpoint. The holistic nature of the Q sort procedure is to be considered for the 
interpretation of the factor array because, in a factor array, as Watts and Stenner (2012) note, 
“multiple items are reduced to a single, gestalt configuration” (p.148). This will allow the 
researcher to begin to interpret factors according to the comparison of the stimulus statements. 
The explanations Q sorters give in the post-sorting information can be helpful in interpretation of 
the factors.  
Q sort interpretation usually begins with an investigation of which views are held 
strongly by participants in each factor, or the “poles” of each factor array (Watts & Stenner, 
2012). These “poles” are the endpoints of the Q sort grid, which represent items with which 
participants “most agree” or “least agree.” These poles reveal common themes which can be 
interpreted to gain understanding of the meanings of each factor. Factor interpretation also 
includes the examination of factor similarities and differences. It will highlight the degree to 
which items showing few differences between the factors as well as those that are ranked very 
differently by participants in each factor. Items that are ranked towards the middle of the 
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distribution or the zero point of the distribution will also be examined for potential importance 
and the proper interpretation of the factors. 
Summary 
Chapter Two provided a review of the literature describing the concept, definition scope, 
and domains of life satisfaction. It also described relevant research findings on clergy life 
satisfaction and presented a systematic description of Q methodology. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study is to explore the views of Catholic secular clergy on their life 
satisfaction. Specifically, the study examines the typologies of life satisfaction among Catholic 
secular clergy. This chapter describes the rationale for Q method as the methodology chosen to 
conduct this study and the procedures of data collection in Q methodology. A description of the 
creation of the concourse, the development of the Q sample of statements used in the study, the 
selection of the P sample, the Q sorting process, and the data analysis are presented.  
Rationale for the Use of Q methodology 
As Donner (2001) stated, Q methodology “allows a researcher to explore a complex 
problem from a subject’s point of view” (p. 24). It allows researchers to identify, both 
quantitatively and qualitatively, the various opinions within a group and the number of people 
within the group who hold these opinions. Q methodology is an appropriate choice whenever a 
researcher wishes to explore and determine the various perspectives and consensus within a 
group regarding any topic (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Ramlo, 2008). McKeown and Thomas 
reasoned that Q methodology helps researchers identify similar and dissimilar points of view by 
simultaneously focusing on individual perceptions and revealing distinctive factors and patterns.  
Newman and Ramlo (2010) indicate that Q methodology “is a measure of subjectivity 
that represents an individual’s feelings, opinions, perspectives, or preferences” (p. 508). Q 
methodology is proposed to describe typical representations of different viewpoints rather than to 
find the proportion of individuals with specific viewpoints. This method allows participants to 
provide their perspectives by sorting items, typically statements related to the topic, into a sorting 
grid determined by the researcher in a much shorter time frame than would be required for 
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interviews (Ramlo, McConnell, Duan, & Moore 2008). Furthermore, Q methodology is more 
likely to establish a variety of views, including those that may be otherwise marginalized 
(Brown, 1993; Ramlo, 2008), and it can identify the similarities and differences in subjective 
perceptions across a sample group (Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015). According to Steelman and 
Maguire (1999), Q methodology can (a) identify important internal and external constituencies; 
(b) define participant viewpoints and perceptions; (c) provide sharper insight into preferred 
management directions; (d) identify criteria that are important to clusters of individuals; (e) 
examine areas of friction, consensus, and conflict; and (f) isolate gaps in shared understanding 
(see Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015).  
Q methodology has been considered an approach that works well with small sample 
sizes, revealing specific viewpoints on subjectivity that may not be possible to determine with a 
larger sample (van Exel & De Graaf, 2005; Donner, 2001; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Q 
methodology also allows for the consideration of views of several participants in a much shorter 
time frame than would be required for interviews (Akhtar-Danesh, Baumann, & Cordingley, 
2008).  
Q methodology was deemed an appropriate methodology for meeting the objective of this 
study, namely, to investigate how members of Roman Catholic clergy prioritize and define the 
determinants of life satisfaction, and how these members of clergy fit into life satisfaction 
typologies based on their perceptions of the determinants of life satisfaction. The nature of this 
study is exploratory and focuses on participants’ perceptions rather than on quantitatively 
measurable data. Q methodology was chosen because the focus of this study is on the 
perceptions and opinions of members of the clergy regarding their life satisfaction. This 
methodology was preferred specifically for its ability to identify patterns, similarities, and 
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dissimilarities of viewpoints among members of the Catholic clergy through Q factor analysis. 
The hope in using the factor analysis used in Q methodology is that it will reveal correlations 
between participants and provide insights into their subjective perceptions. 
Procedure for Q Sort Data Collection 
The following sections describe the process of defining the concourse of statements, the 
development of the Q sample, the selection of the P sample, the configuration of Q-Assessor, and 
the process of Q sorting.  
Concourse Development 
The statement concourse for this study was gathered from an extensive review of the 
literature. Literature used to generate the concourse included writings on life satisfaction among 
the general population (e.g., Frijns, 2010; Ngoo, Tey, & Tan, 2014; Suldo, Frank, Chappel, 
Albers, & Bateman, 2013) and writings on life satisfaction among the members of the clergy 
(e.g., Gamboriko, 2012; Glass, 1976; Greenly, 2004; Hoge & Wenger, 2003; McGlone & Sperry, 
2012; Rosetti, 2011; Turton & Francis, 2002). This review of literature yielded an initial item 
pool of 47 items.  
In order to collect additional items, five priests were then contacted to give their views on 
what contributes to ‘clergy life satisfaction’. No special criterion was used to identify these five 
priests. As the items they proposed were already included in the initial statements, no items were 
added to the initial pool of 47 items which formed the concourse of statements for this study. All 
of the items were transformed into simple statements. With the assistance of a priest-counselor, 
the researcher rephrased or replaced any complicated or technical terminology with those that 
were specific – more applicable – to clergy in order to enable participants to respond to the 
questions in a more effective fashion.  
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After carefully selecting, reviewing, and numbering all statements, the researcher 
surmised that the statements may be organized together under seven coherent themes or domains 
based on the review of literature, each of these domains comprising 5-10 statements. These 
domains are: spiritual and religious practices and beliefs, sources of interactional support, 
ministry and work situation, financial situations, personality or self, leisure, and health. 
Appendix A contains the entire concourse that formed the basis for the Q sample. 
 A few examples of items in each domain are given in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Example of Concourse Statements 
Domains Examples 
Spiritual / 
religious 
practices and 
beliefs 
• Viewing Celibacy as a call from God is important to life satisfaction of 
clergy. 
• One’s commitment to spiritual direction is essential for a priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
Sources of 
interactional 
support 
• Support from the bishop is important to diocesan priests’ life satisfaction. 
• Having friends who are fellow priests is important for the life satisfaction 
of the priests. 
Ministry and 
work situation  
• Priests’ life satisfaction is affected by his rectory / living conditions. 
• Supportive parish staff is a factor that affects a priest’s life satisfaction. 
Financial 
situations 
• Compensation / salary of a priest has influence on the life satisfaction of 
a priest. 
• Personal savings or investments can contribute to priests’ life satisfaction.  
Personality / 
self 
• Life satisfaction of a priest is influenced by his personality traits.  
• A priest’s sense of self-worth is part and parcel of one’s life satisfaction. 
Leisure • Taking time to pursue one’s interests / hobbies contributes to a priest’s 
satisfaction in life. 
Health • Psychological health is important to a priest’s life satisfaction. 
• The degree to which a priest enjoys good physical health influences his 
feeling of being satisfied with life. 
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Creation of Q Sample 
 A structured approach was employed to create the final Q sample through a process of 
expert consultation. After initial categorizing and refining of the statements by the researcher, a 
review panel consisting of two Catholic priests assessed the items for face validity, clarity, 
relative difficulty, and redundancy. One of them was a professional counselor and the other was 
the director of the clergy personnel board of a diocese. After their review, three items from the 
initial pool that were rated as weak were deleted and 20 items were combined into 10 statements 
in order to eliminate redundancy and obtain a manageable Q sample. The statement refining 
process resulted in a Q sample of 34 statements (See Appendix B). In order to examine the user-
friendliness of the web-based software Q-Assessor, three volunteers completed the Q sorting 
process using Q-Assessor. In response to their feedback, the sorting layout of Q-Assessor was 
changed from using a drag-and-drop interface to a standard interface with a vertically grouped 
button interface. In this study, participants sorted a Q sample that consisted of 34 items into the 
grid, as shown in Figure 2. 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
         
         
         
         
         
         
Figure 2 
Example of a Q Sort Grid 
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Q Sorting Software: Q-Assessor 
A web-based software, Q-Assessor (Reber, Kaufman, & Cropp, 2000), was used for Q 
sorting and data analysis in this study. Q-Assessor is available to investigators on a monthly 
subscription basis and assures secure data storage and management. Within Q-Assessor, a user 
can configure the statements, the sort bins, any (optional) questions, and also set up enrollment 
of subjects. Q-Assessor allows researchers to invite participants by email, introduce the study, 
and obtain their consent. It can be configured to send email reminders for prospective 
participants and emails to thank them at the completion of their participation. As participants 
submit their responses, Q-Assessor stores all of the data into its secure server. Users can access 
and monitor the status of the data in real-time from the study’s main page. While Q-Assessor lets 
the researcher analyze the data at any point of the study, it allows for downloading data in tab-
delimited files that are easily imported into other applications such as Excel or SPSS for the 
researcher’s convenience. 
Q-Assessor configuration. 
The study was configured on Q-Assessor after obtaining the necessary subscription. 
Three separate emails were composed during configuration of the study on Q-Assessor: (1) an 
invitation to participate in the study, (2) a reminder email, and (3) a “Thank you for 
participating” email (Appendix C). The sort bins were configured, and statements and the post 
sort questions were added. Prospective participants were enrolled by entering their email address 
in Q-Assessor. Invitation emails to participants were sent using Q-Assessor. Q-Assessor 
automatically appends the links to participate or refuse to participate in the study to the invitation 
and reminder emails, and leads each participant through the steps of the Q methodology research 
process. 
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P Sample Selection 
Roman Catholic secular priests who are currently active in a parish ministry comprised 
the P sample (participants) of this study. They were identified from three Roman Catholic 
dioceses in two Mid-Atlantic states. Email addresses of all secular priests who are currently 
working in a parish setting were obtained from the respective offices of the dioceses. After the 
researcher received approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the university, 
potential participants were sent an email message requesting their participation in this study, 
through Q-Assessor. The email included an invitation and consent to participate in the research 
study (Appendix C).  
Following the general guidelines described in the review of literature, I chose to keep the 
number of participants to less than the number of items in the Q sample in order to have four or 
five persons defining each anticipated viewpoint. The survey was closed when Q-Assessor 
received 33 responses. 
Q Sorting Process 
The participants completed the sorting procedure in the following steps:  
1. Participant consent was obtained through a two-step process: 
• All information that a prospective participant needed to know about the study to 
determine whether they wanted to participate was presented in the invitation email.  
• The participant explicitly signaled consent by clicking the “Yes, I want to participate 
in this study” link in the invitation or reminder email. Those who chose to participate 
accessed the Q-Assessor site via a password-protected gateway. The Q-Assessor 
application then loaded into the participant’s browser to display the introduction to 
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the study. Participants then clicked the “Let’s get started” button before they could 
participate in the study. 
2. The participant was presented with the first-order sort of the Q set into “Agree,” 
“Neutral,” and “Disagree” categories. 
3. Participants rank-ordered the statements in the Q set.  
A few screen capture figures are shown in Appendix D to further illustrate this process. 
Post-Sorting Information Gathering 
Post sort questions were asked in order (1) to further explore the personal viewpoints of 
the participants regarding the items they ranked as the most important and least important, (2) to 
see if participants felt that any obvious items had been omitted from the Q sample and what 
ranking such items would have been allocated had they been available to them to sort, and (3) to 
obtain brief demographic details. 
Questions were asked in the following manner after the participants completed the Q sort: 
“You have placed 2 statements below ‘Most Agree +4’. Please explain what meaning 
these statements have for you.”  
“You have placed 2 statements below ‘-4 Least Agree’. Please explain what meaning 
these statements have for you.”  
 “Please add an item, if you feel any important issue related to the life satisfaction of 
priests was omitted.” 
“What ranking would this item have been allocated, had it been available to you?” 
After completing the sorting and answering post sort questions, a “Submit Answers” 
button in Q-Assessor allowed the respondents to send the results directly to a secure server. The 
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participant was directed to a simple “thank you” page. Q-Assessor also sends out an automatic 
“thank you email” as configured by the researcher. Incomplete sorts are not sent to Q-Assessor. 
Q Factor Analysis 
Q-Assessor’s procedures process data as it is collected, and computes inter-correlations 
among Q sorts which are then factor-analyzed with factors extracted using the centroid technique 
and a varimax rotation. After selecting the relevant factors and ‘flagging’ the entries that define 
the factors, the analysis produces an extensive report with a variety of tables on factor loadings, 
statement factor scores, discriminating statements for each of the factors, and consensus 
statements across factors. 
Factor Arrays 
In this study, the Q sort grid was constructed with endpoints of +/- 4, with two items in 
each of these columns. Three items were assigned to the +/- 3 columns, and so on. In order to 
creating the factor arrays for one specific factor, items with the two highest factor scores were 
assigned values of +4, the next three scores a value of +3, etc. 
Summary 
Chapter Three explained how the Q method was used in the current study. This chapter 
summarized the process for creating the concourse of statements, the Q sample, the P sample, the 
Q sorting instructions, post-sorting information gathering, and data analysis. The web-based tool 
Q-Assessor was used for Q data collection and analysis. Data analysis consisted of correlation, 
factor analysis, the computation of factor scores, and the creation of factor arrays. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate how members of Roman Catholic clergy 
prioritize and define the determinants of life satisfaction, and how members of Roman Catholic 
clergy fit into life satisfaction typologies based on their perceptions of these determinants. 
Specifically, this study investigated the priorities and definitions of life satisfaction among 
secular (diocesan) priests. This chapter presents the results and the summary of statistical 
analysis. 
P Sample 
 Data for this study were obtained from active priests from three Roman Catholic dioceses 
during the month of May of 2017. Using Q-Assessor, a web-based tool designed for Q method, 
305 emails were sent out, and 33 priests completed the study within 16 days, yielding a response 
rate of 10.82%. The survey was closed after 33 participants completed the study, as explained in 
Chapter Three. The majority of the participants (66.6%) had been priests for 21 years or more 
(see Table 5).  
Table 5 
Participant Demographics  
Years as priest Frequencies = N Percent = % 
  0 – 10 years  7 21.2 
11 – 20 years 4 12.1 
21 – 30 years 11 33.3 
31 and more 11 33.3 
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Q Sample 
 After a thorough review of literature, 47 statements were initially constructed as the 
concourse of this study (see Appendix A). Five priests were then contacted to get their views on 
what contributes to ‘clergy life satisfaction’. Items they proposed, however, were already 
included among the initial statements. Further, an expert review panel consisting of two Catholic 
priests assessed the items for face validity, clarity, relative difficulty, and redundancy. One of 
them was a professional counselor and the other was the director of the clergy personnel board of 
a diocese. After their review, three items from the initial pool were deleted and 20 items were 
combined into 10 statements. Two items on which experts had differences of opinion were 
retained. Finally, 34 statements were used as the final Q sample (Appendix B). Any possible 
researcher bias was minimized by creating the concourse of the study from available literature on 
life satisfaction of clergy as well as general population. Further the Q sample was selected from 
the concourse after careful review by the expert panel.  
 The participants initially sorted the 34 statements into three categories: ‘agree’, ‘neutral’, 
and ‘least agree’. They then returned to the three categories and sorted the items into a forced-
choice distribution grid using a scale ranging from -4 (‘least agree’), through 0 (‘neutral’), to +4 
(‘most agree’). This distribution is summarized in Table 6 below: 
Table 6 
Forced-choice Distribution  
Ranking Value -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
Number of items 2 3 4 5 6 5 4 3 2 
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Q Factor Analysis 
 Data from the sorts were collected and analyzed using Q-Assessor. Q-Assessor’s 
procedures process data as it is collected, and compute inter-correlations among Q sorts, which 
are then factor-analyzed with factors extracted using the centroid technique and a varimax 
rotation. A total of 33 Q sorts were inter-correlated and factor analyzed in Q-Assessor, using the 
centroid method to extract factors. This technique is favored by Q methodologists (Watts & 
Stenner, 2012; Brown, 1980) in order to account for as much of the variability in the data as 
possible with each successive factor that is extracted.  
 A correlation matrix was created to identify patterns of agreement and disagreement 
across the individual Q sorts as displayed in Table 7. Correlations larger than two times the 
standard error (1/√n where n is the number of statements) were used to identify significant 
relationships in the data (Brown, 1993). Correlations above  0.34 were considered significant.  
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Table 7 
Correlations between Sorts 
Sorts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1 -- 47 34 59 51 20 18 36 44 -30 28 24 49 24 21 19 52 
2   -- 34 57 72 16 48 29 34 -41 70 17 56 70 27 44 77 
3     -- 24 29 30 28 -12 20 -90 46 14 37 28 40 38 30 
4       -- 62 13 42 49 49 -22 31 12 59 45 21 55 68 
5         -- 18 60 48 54 -34 90 14 56 12 36 34 78 
6           -- 34 16 33 -10 17 -30 24 -12 14 -19 18 
7             -- 32 30 -28 20 80 38 17 40 12 50 
8               -- 42 -11 -60 13 24 14 45 18 58 
9                 -- -16 28 13 39 23 45 20 46 
10                   -- 22 -11 -17 19 -22 -14 -36 
11                     -- 36 26 33 11 12 19 
12                       -- 23 16 36 -40 36 
13                         -- 14 31 18 57 
14                           -- 22 33 60 
15                             -- -80 32 
16                               -- 42 
17                                 -- 
               (continued) 
 
Note. Significant Correlations (>  0.34) are in boldface. The correlations are formatted to omit 
the decimal point for space considerations. Thus: a correlation of "41" is a value of "0.41". 
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Table 3 
Correlations between sorts (continued) 
Sorts 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 
1 54 19 -40 -40 35 19 11 24 26 19 66 24 21 38 40 28 
2 52 90 26 -50 18 30 -30 22 39 -12 68 16 30 70 50 48 
3 39 -80 28 16 15 44 40 60 46 19 34 15 -22 29 14 35 
4 45 31 10 -10 36 50 -40 34 19 20 54 34 29 36 27 47 
5 61 29 25 -20 25 22 -80 26 44 -16 67 41 32 15 40 38 
6 13 21 12 -90 40 24 -20 60 19 12 -40 80 17 60 -13 80 
7 34 28 36 -14 10 46 20 21 46 -14 33 90 18 -10 -10 23 
8 48 34 90 -60 24 22 70 26 90 -10 38 18 42 32 18 28 
9 51 36 10 -10 40 30 21 14 32 21 42 42 24 29 24 31 
10 -20 -20 -34 40 25 -80 25 14 -28 29 -25 -20 11 80 20 -26 
11 17 -20 90 22 22 19 18 14 11 41 12 17 10 26 34 23 
12 22 -14 20 18 14 15 16 26 18 22 18 10 16 60 14 32 
13 51 33 14 -19 30 80 -90 13 24 17 57 34 25 12 -60 39 
14 28 29 -40 21 21 -20 33 42 -11 35 14 24 60 90 32 32 
15 42 28 26 20 -90 39 42 25 38 15 28 14 20 -19 70 11 
16 14 -16 -16 12 50 17 -30 11 14 17 44 27 13 20 24 26 
17 56 17 22 17 29 38 -15 24 42 -30 62 28 53 31 16 48 
18 -- 29 44 28 35 17 24 49 31 22 66 31 32 19 24 40 
19   -- 12 -32 -12 -11 31 -40 21 -20 10 14 37 14 40 19 
20     -- 26 -90 18 22 12 31 -90 24 -12 -70 -12 -23 21 
21       -- 28 11 -20 37 -90 25 80 10 60 -40 25 80 
22         -- -10 -36 36 -40 25 54 21 36 29 40 26 
23           -- 21 -70 50 -20 14 00 -14 -20 80 18 
24             -- 28 19 19 -15 60 -23 -10 60 10 
25               -- -3 39 29 23 18 21 46 90 
26                 -- -40 31 18 -40 14 20 34 
27                   -- 15 12 -10 70 22 -24 
28                     -- 31 19 15 10 32 
29                       -- 12 31 -40 15 
30                         -- 25 36 23 
31                           -- 41 28 
32                             -- 24 
33                               -- 
 
Note. Significant Correlations (>  0.34) are in boldface. The correlations are formatted to omit 
the decimal point for space considerations. Thus: a correlation of "41" is a value of "0.41". 
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 Seven factors were initially extracted by default which together explained 52.94% of the 
study variance. For a factor loading to be significant at the 0.01 level, it must exceed 2.58 times 
the standard error (Brown, 1980). Factor loadings of 0.44 or above were significant at the p<0.01 
level (2.58 x (1 / 34) = 0.44). Table 8 displays unrotated loadings on the initial seven factors. 
 Extracted factors were then subjected to a varimax rotation. Varimax rotation is 
considered a rigorous method of factor rotation and was a suitable choice in this study as it 
reveals “a subject matter from viewpoints that almost everybody might recognize and consider to 
be of importance” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 126). Following this rotation, a factor was selected 
if it possessed an eigenvalue greater than one, and had at least two significant Q sort loadings 
(Watts & Stenner, 2012; Brown, 1980). Eigenvalues along with individual variance represent the 
strength of the factor extracted and its potential explanatory power, with a higher value 
representing superior factor choices. This criterion is an accepted standard in Q methodology, 
reflecting the focus on shared meaning, where a shared viewpoint is one that is common to more 
than one individual (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Significant factor loadings were assessed using the 
Fuerntratt criterion, which is more stringent than many others used in Q methodology (see Watts 
& Stenner, 2012; Brown, 1980), as it takes into account both the factor loading of a Q 
sort and its communality (i.e. the Q sort variance explained by all factors): a loading is 
significant if a Q sort’s variance explained by one factor exceeds 50% of the total variance 
explained (see Antretter et al., 2008). Three factors met these criteria, and were subjected to 
interpretation. 
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Table 8 
Unrotated Loadings on Initial Factors 
 
Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D Factor E Factor F Factor G h² 
1 0.65 0.11 -0.19 0.03 0.11 0.03 0.06 0.49 
2 0.68 -0.33 -0.24 0.09 -0.22 0.03 -0.10 0.70 
3 0.47 0.14 0.14 0.01 -0.48 -0.37 0.08 0.64 
4 0.77 0.07 -0.32 0.06 0.13 -0.20 -0.20 0.80 
5 0.76 -0.36 -0.21 0.09 -0.02 -0.03 -0.14 0.77 
6 0.20 -0.27 0.19 0.04 0.13 -0.15 0.03 0.19 
7 0.52 -0.45 0.16 0.11 -0.04 -0.16 -0.14 0.57 
8 0.53 -0.19 -0.13 0.03 0.36 0.17 0.04 0.50 
9 0.66 -0.07 0.04 0.00 0.30 -0.23 0.07 0.59 
10 -0.15 0.51 0.12 -0.14 0.27 0.04 0.09 0.39 
11 0.38 0.46 0.22 0.10 -0.11 -0.19 0.20 0.51 
12 0.35 0.07 0.13 0.00 -0.11 0.25 0.08 0.22 
13 0.62 -0.15 -0.11 0.02 0.02 -0.09 -0.17 0.46 
14 0.39 0.50 0.15 0.11 0.10 -0.12 -0.19 0.50 
15 0.48 -0.24 0.44 0.10 0.12 0.13 -0.11 0.53 
16 0.38 0.20 -0.44 0.13 -0.28 -0.14 -0.27 0.57 
17 0.83 -0.25 -0.29 0.08 -0.14 0.10 0.14 0.89 
18 0.79 -0.01 0.11 0.00 0.08 0.31 0.03 0.75 
19 0.27 -0.27 0.02 0.04 0.66 -0.25 0.13 0.67 
20 0.26 -0.31 0.41 0.11 -0.35 0.17 0.04 0.50 
21 0.14 0.31 0.13 0.04 -0.27 0.37 0.05 0.35 
22 0.38 0.35 -0.41 0.15 -0.02 0.21 -0.01 0.50 
23 0.34 -0.15 0.31 0.04 -0.34 -0.08 0.21 0.40 
24 0.11 0.02 0.69 0.19 0.33 0.00 0.08 0.63 
25 0.45 0.39 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.40 -0.18 0.57 
26 0.46 -0.29 0.20 0.05 -0.26 -0.21 0.16 0.48 
27 0.21 0.56 0.29 0.16 0.14 0.04 -0.18 0.52 
28 0.70 -0.03 -0.30 0.05 -0.15 0.20 -0.25 0.70 
29 0.38 0.07 -0.08 0.01 0.15 -0.24 -0.18 0.27 
30 0.34 -0.05 -0.33 0.06 0.28 0.23 0.21 0.40 
31 0.34 0.27 -0.26 0.07 0.14 -0.15 0.46 0.52 
32 0.33 0.49 -0.05 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.27 0.45 
33 0.56 -0.02 -0.11 0.01 -0.17 -0.13 0.23 0.42 
Eigenvalues 8.01 2.79 2.28 0.24 1.92 1.27 0.97  
% Total 
Variance 24.27 8.44 6.90 0.73 5.82 3.85 2.94 52.95 
 
Note. Factor loadings > .44 are in boldface. h² = communality 
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 Three factor solutions accounted for 29 of the 33 study sorts (See Table 9). Fifteen Q 
sorts represented Factor A, and 7 each represented Factor B and Factor C. Four Q sorts were 
non-significant and hence do not represent any of the study factors. No Q sorts were confounded, 
i.e., all significant Q sorts loaded only on one factor.  
Table 9 
Factor-defining Q Sorts for Three Study Factors 
Factor Q sort numbers Total 
Cumulative 
Total 
A 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 13, 16, 17, 22, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33 15 15 
B 10, 11, 14, 21, 25, 27, 32 7 22 
C 6,7, 15, 20, 23, 24, 26 7 29 
Confounded None 0 29 
Non-Significant 3, 12, 18, 19 4 33 
 
 Factor loadings for the three rotated factors are displayed in Table 10. These three factors 
had eigenvalues in excess of one (≥ 6.45) and accounted for 39.61% of the total variance in this 
study. Construct validity for each factor was indicated by the composite reliability coefficient, 
with all exceeding the acceptable value of 0.7 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In Table 11, the 
characteristics for these factors are displayed. 
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Table 10 
Factor Loadings for Three Rotated Factors  
Sort Factor A Factor B Factor C h² 
1 0.61 0.27 0.14 0.47 
2 0.70 -0.12 0.36 0.63 
3 0.27 0.35 0.26 0.26 
4 0.79 0.23 0.14 0.70 
5 0.74 -0.09 0.43 0.74 
6 0.05 -0.08 0.38 0.15 
7 0.34 -0.13 0.61 0.51 
8 0.51 -0.01 0.28 0.34 
9 0.49 0.21 0.40 0.44 
10 -0.22 0.42 -0.26 0.29 
11 0.12 0.62 0.11 0.41 
12 0.19 0.24 0.23 0.14 
13 0.56 0.07 0.33 0.43 
14 0.18 0.62 0.04 0.42 
15 0.10 0.14 0.67 0.48 
16 0.56 0.16 -0.21 0.38 
17 0.84 -0.01 0.36 0.84 
18 0.55 0.33 0.49 0.64 
19 0.21 -0.12 0.30 0.15 
20 -0.04 -0.02 0.57 0.33 
21 0.00 0.36 -0.01 0.13 
22 0.53 0.29 -0.27 0.43 
23 0.07 0.11 0.47 0.24 
24 -0.35 0.31 0.51 0.48 
25 0.28 0.53 0.07 0.36 
26 0.25 0.00 0.53 0.34 
27 -0.06 0.66 0.01 0.44 
28 0.73 0.13 0.17 0.58 
29 0.34 0.17 0.11 0.16 
30 0.47 -0.04 -0.02 0.22 
31 0.41 0.26 -0.15 0.26 
32 0.25 0.52 -0.12 0.35 
33 0.50 0.15 0.22 0.32 
Eigenvalues 6.45 2.96 3.66    
% Total Variance 19.55 8.97 11.09   39.61 
Note. Factor loading Significant by the Fuerntratt criterion are in boldface. h² = communality 
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Table 11 
Factor Characteristics 
Characteristics 
Factors 
A B C 
Number of Defining Variables 15 7 7 
Composite Reliability 0.98 0.97 0.97 
Eigenvalues 6.45 2.96 3.66 
% Total Variance 19.55 8.97 11.09 
Standard Error of Factor Scores 0.13 0.19 0.19 
 
 Q-Assessor automatically normalizes factor scores, which are an average of the scores 
given to a statement by defining sorters. These average scores on a given statement are weighted 
z-scores. The higher this score for each item, the more positively the particular item has been 
valued by the factor. Normalized factor scores for Q sample statements for each factor are 
presented in Table 12.  
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Table 12 
Normalized Factor Scores for Three Factors 
# Statements 
z score 
Factor 
A 
Factor 
B 
Factor 
C 
1 Viewing Celibacy as a call from God is important to the life 
satisfaction of clergy. 
0.893 -1.444 1.083 
2 Commitment to Spiritual Direction and reception of the Sacrament 
of Reconciliation are essential for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
0.798 -0.743 1.312 
3 Taking time for personal prayer is important for the life satisfaction 
of a priest. 
1.890 -0.074 1.754 
4 Faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments of the 
Church bring satisfaction to the life of a priest. 
2.126 -0.098 0.649 
5 There is a relationship between the life satisfaction of priest and his 
faithfulness to praying The Liturgy of the Hours. 
1.322 -1.581 -0.664 
6 Regular Spiritual Reading enhances a priest’s life satisfaction. 0.627 -0.598 -0.679 
7 Priests who receive support and encouragement from fellow 
priests have more satisfaction with their lives compared to others. 
0.437 0.334 0.669 
8 Having non-ordained friends is important for a priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
-0.069 0.347 -0.565 
9 Life satisfaction of a priest is related to his having a family that 
supports his vocation. 
-0.065 -1.312 -0.290 
10 Approval of his priestly ministry and support from his bishop are 
important for the life satisfaction of a priest. 
-0.402 -0.121 2.411 
11 Collaboration between the pastor and the associate pastor(s) helps a 
priest’s life satisfaction. 
0.313 0.211 -0.025 
12 Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop is important to the life 
satisfaction of the priest. 
-0.805 -0.88 1.374 
13 Priests’ life satisfaction is affected by his rectory / living conditions. -0.306 1.203 -0.799 
14 Having qualified, efficient and supportive parish staff is a factor that 
affects a priest’s life satisfaction. 
0.382 0.458 0.856 
15 The size of the parish where a priest is assigned affects his life 
satisfaction as a priest. 
-1.578 -1.224 -2.081 
16 The financial situation of a parish affects the prospects of a priest’s 
life satisfaction. 
-1.214 -0.005 0.589 
17 The cooperation and support of parishioners contribute to the life 
satisfaction of diocesan clergy assigned to parishes. 
0.677 0.496 0.334 
18 The extent to which his skills match his responsibilities in a 
parish has an influence on a priest’s life satisfaction. 
0.482 1.623 -0.42 
19 Organizational/ administrative skills of the priest affect his life 
satisfaction. 
-0.329 -0.165 -0.806 
20 The expectations vis-à-vis his workload is related to his life 
satisfaction as a priest. 
-0.285 1.061 -0.973 
(continued) 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Normalized Factor Scores for Three Factors 
# Statements 
z score 
Factor 
A 
Factor 
B 
Factor 
C 
21 Life satisfaction of a priest is influenced by his personality traits and 
temperament. 
-0.012 1.144 1.012 
22 Aptness of his formation / training is crucial for a sense of life 
satisfaction as a successful priest. 
0.142 -0.048 -1.201 
23 The degree of a priest’s self-confidence and his sense of self-
worth are part and parcel of his life satisfaction. 
0.416 1.126 -0.416 
24 There is a direct relationship between a priest’s life satisfaction and 
his sense of body image and physical attractiveness. 
-1.747 -1.159 -1.596 
25 Perception of his sexuality has an impact on a priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
-0.703 -0.632 -0.107 
26 Opportunities to use his skills and talents are important for a priest’s 
life satisfaction. 
0.437 0.814 -0.091 
27 Compensation / salary has influence on the life satisfaction of a 
priest. 
-1.565 -0.649 0.000 
28 Priests’ retirement / pension benefits is an important factor 
contributing to his life satisfaction. 
-1.929 -0.88 -0.445 
29 Personal savings or investments can contribute to priests’ life 
satisfaction. 
-1.559 0.032 -1.043 
30 Taking time to pursue his interests / hobbies contributes to a priest’s 
satisfaction in life. 
-0.456 0.489 -0.922 
31 Engaging in leisure activity has a positive bearing on the life 
satisfaction of priests. 
-0.242 -0.652 0.795 
32 A priest’s psychological health has an important impact on his 
satisfaction with life. 
1.350 2.743 0.597 
33 The degree to which a priest enjoys good physical health influences 
his feeling of being satisfied with life. 
0.337 1.342 0.492 
34 Participating in regular exercise and physical activity benefits his life 
satisfaction. 
0.635 -1.159 -0.803 
 
Factor Arrays 
 Q sorts that loaded significantly on a given factor are merged together to form a single 
typical Q sort for each factor, this being called a factor array. Factor arrays serve as interpretable 
‘best-estimates’ of the pattern which characterizes that factor. In this study, the Q sort grid was 
constructed with endpoints of +/- 4, with two items in each of these columns. Three items were 
assigned to the +/- 3 columns, and so on. In order to create the factor arrays for each factor, items 
with the two highest factor scores in each factor were assigned Q sort values of +4, the next three 
scores a value of +3, etc. Factor arrays for the three study factors are displayed in Table 13. 
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Table 13 
Factor Arrays for Three Study Factors 
# Statements Factors 
 
A B C 
1 Viewing Celibacy as a call from God is important to life satisfaction of clergy. 3 -4 3 
2 Commitment to Spiritual Direction and reception of the Sacrament of Reconciliation are 
essential for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
2 -2 3 
3 Taking time for personal prayer is important for the life satisfaction of a priest. 4 0 4 
4 Faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments of the Church bring 
satisfaction to the life of a priest. 
4 0 1 
5 There is a relationship between the life satisfaction of priest and his faithfulness to 
praying The Liturgy of the Hours. 
3 -4 -1 
6 Regular Spiritual Reading enhances a priest’s life satisfaction. 2 -1 -1 
7 Priests who receive support and encouragement from fellow priests have more satisfaction 
with their lives compared to others. 
1 1 2 
8 Having non-ordained friends is important for a priest’s life satisfaction. 0 1 -1 
9 Life satisfaction of a priest is related to having a family that supports his vocation. 0 -3 0 
10 Approval of his priestly ministry and support from his bishop are important for the life 
satisfaction of a priest. 
-1 0 4 
11 Collaboration between the pastor and the associate pastor(s) helps priest’s life satisfaction. 0 1 0 
12 Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop is important to the life satisfaction of the 
priest. 
-2 -2 3 
13 Priests’ life satisfaction is affected by his rectory / living conditions. -1 3 -2 
14 Having qualified, efficient and supportive parish staff is a factor that affects a priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
1 1 2 
15 The size of parish where he is assigned affects his life satisfaction as a priest. -3 -3 -4 
16 The financial situation of the parish affects the prospects of a priest’s life satisfaction. -2 0 1 
17 The cooperation and support of parishioners contribute to the life satisfaction of diocesan 
clergy assigned to parishes. 
2 2 1 
18 The extent to which his skills match his responsibilities in a parish has an influence on a 
priest’s life satisfaction. 
1 4 -1 
19 Organizational/ administrative skills of the priest affect his life satisfaction. -1 -1 -2 
20 The expectations vis-à-vis his workload is related to his life satisfaction as a priest. -1 2 -3 
21 Life satisfaction of a priest is influenced by his personality traits and temperament. 0 3 2 
22 Aptness of his formation / training is crucial for a sense of life satisfaction as a successful 
priest. 
0 0 -3 
23 The degree of a priest’s self-confidence and his sense of self-worth are part and parcel of 
his life satisfaction. 
1 2 0 
24 There is a direct relationship between a priest’s life satisfaction and his sense of body 
image and physical attractiveness. 
-4 -3 -4 
25 Perception of his sexuality has an impact on a priest’s life satisfaction. -2 -1 0 
26 Opportunities to use his skills and talents are important for a priest’s life satisfaction. 1 2 0 
27 Compensation / salary has influence on the life satisfaction of a priest. -3 -1 0 
28 Priests’ retirement / pension benefits is an important factor contributing to his life 
satisfaction. 
-4 -2 -1 
29 Personal savings or investments can contribute to priests’ life satisfaction. -3 0 -3 
30 Taking time to pursue his interests / hobbies contributes to a priest’s satisfaction in life. -2 1 -2 
31 Engaging in leisure activity has a positive bearing on the life satisfaction of priests. -1 -1 2 
32 A priest’s psychological health has an important impact on his satisfaction with life. 3 4 1 
33 The degree to which a priest enjoys good physical health influences his feeling of being 
satisfied with life. 
0 3 1 
34 Participating in regular exercise and physical activity benefits his life satisfaction. 2 -2 -2 
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Factor Interpretation 
 Interpretation of factors is “guided by the particular configuration of items in each … 
(model) array, along with the qualitative explanations provided by respondents about their 
reasons for agreement or disagreement with the items they have chosen to rank most highly” 
(Davis & Michelle, 2011, p. 571). In order to have a coherent and holistic representation of the 
viewpoint shared by each factor, four components of the results were used for factor 
interpretation:   
1) Model factor array,  
2) Extreme ranking statements,  
3) Distinguishing statements, and 
4) Participant comments.  
 A model factor array is a ‘model’ Q sort distribution for a factor created from the factor 
scores of each item (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Factor scores are ranked in numerical order and 
statement-numbers are placed back into a Q sort grid according to the ranking for each factor. 
Statements with z-scores greater than ±1 were considered as having extreme rankings. 
Distinguishing statements are those statements that differentiate one factor from the others. In 
this study, distinguishing statements for each factor were considered to be statements with a z-
score difference of one or greater from the other two factors. Participant comments were 
collected from post sort interviews that were configured in Q-Assessor.  
 In the following description of factors, bracketed notation is used to signify a statement’s 
ranking within a factor array; for instance, “(s12: −4)” indicates that statement 12 was ranked at 
the −4 (most disagreeable) position. 
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Factor A results: pro-spirituals. 
 Factor A has an eigenvalue of 6.45 and explains 19.55% of the study variance. Fifteen of 
the 33 participants are significantly associated with this factor. At the time of the study, three of 
these had been priests for 10 years or less, two had been priests for 11-20 years, seven had been 
priests for 21-30 years, and three had been priests for 31 or more years. Participants represented 
by factor A felt strongly about the spiritual sources of satisfaction.  
 The model array for this factor (see Appendix E) highlights this group’s strong agreement 
with the statements related to spiritual sources of satisfaction, viz., faithful celebration of Holy 
Mass and other sacraments (s4: +4), Taking time for personal prayer (s3: +4), praying the 
Liturgy of the Hours (s5: +3), viewing celibacy as a call from God (s1: +3), and similarly 
spiritual direction (s2: +2). Consideration of the extreme ranking statements for Factor A also 
shows this group’s preference for spiritual resources of satisfaction (see Table 14) and their least 
agreement with the financial and other domains of satisfaction.  
 This group represented by Factor A also considers a priest’s psychological health (s32: 
+3) as an important factor impacting their life satisfaction. They seem to consider the benefits of 
participation in physical exercise and physical activity (s34: +2) as being important, but they 
have taken a neutral stand on the importance of physical health (s33: 0). 
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Table 14 
Factor A Extreme Ranking Statements with High and Low z-scores 
# Statements Z-Score 
4 Faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments 2.126 
3 Taking time for personal prayer 1.890 
32 Priest’s psychological health  1.350 
5 Faithfulness to praying The Liturgy of the Hours 1.322 
16 The financial situation of the parish -1.214 
29 Personal savings or investments -1.559 
27 Compensation / salary -1.565 
15 The size of a parish  -1.578 
24 Priest’s sense of body image and physical attractiveness -1.747 
28 Priest’s retirement / pension benefits  -1.929 
Note. Q statements are shortened hereafter for space consideration.   
 Interactional sources of satisfaction, such as cooperation and support from the 
parishioners (s17: +2) and from parish staff (s14: +1), are important to these sorters. At the same 
time, they consider approval and support from the bishop (s10: -1) as well as impartial treatment 
from him (s12: -2) less important contributors to satisfaction. This group feels neutral about the 
impact of collaboration between the pastor and associate pastor(s) (s11: 0), support from non-
ordained friends (s8: 0), and support from family (s9: 0) on their satisfaction in life.  
 Participants from this group reported salary (s27: -3), retirement benefits (s28: -4), or 
personal savings and investment (s29: -3) as not contributing to their life satisfaction. The size of 
the parish (s15: -3) or their sense of body image seems to have no influence on their life 
satisfaction.  
 Along with the spiritual sources of satisfaction, as Table 15 shows, the statement 
regarding participation in regular exercise and physical activity is one of the distinguishing 
statements for Factor A.  
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 Other distinguishing statements include being neutral on the importance of personality 
traits and temperament (s21: 0) and feeling comparatively stronger disagreement with the 
influence of the financial situation of their parish (s16: -2), as well as the importance of 
retirement or pension benefits (s28: -4).  
Table 15 
Distinguishing Statements for Factor A (Significant at p < 0.05) 
 
# Statements Factor A Factor B Factor C 
  Z-Score Rank Z-Score Rank Z-Score Rank 
4 Faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and other 
sacraments of the Church 
2.126 4 -0.098 0 0.649 1 
5 Faithfulness to praying The Liturgy of the 
Hours 
1.322 3 -1.581 -4 -0.664 -1 
34 Participating in regular exercise and physical 
activity 
0.635 2 -1.159 -2 -0.803 -2 
6 Regular Spiritual Reading 0.627 2 -0.598 -1 -0.679 -1 
21 Priest’s personality traits and temperament -0.012 0 1.144 3 1.012 2 
16 The financial situation of the parish -1.214 -2 -0.005 0 0.589 1 
28 Priest’s retirement / pension benefits -1.929 -4 -0.880 -2 -0.445 -1 
 
 The emphasis on the spiritual factors is confirmed by sorter 17, whose sort loaded highest 
on Factor A. He said: 
In my own priestly ministry, the greatest satisfaction for me is in the daily celebration of 
the Mass …  I try to direct my life to that celebration and have all that I do flow from it. 
These moments combine communion with God and meaningful interaction with people. 
Personal prayer, likewise, is a constitutive element of priesthood for me and where I draw 
strength and meaning. 
Similarly, Sorter 7 said: 
A priest who does not have a firm devotion to the celebration of the Sacraments is usually 
a cause for concern.  They are the root of the Faith that grounds the priest, keeps him 
honest and holy, and are the principal function for which the priest is ordained.     
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 The group in general did not think support and approval by the bishop is very important 
for the life satisfaction of priests, as sorter 28 mentioned: “It would be nice that bishop(s) would 
be impartial to their priests, yet ideally priests would not need this to be satisfied with themselves 
and their ministry.” 
 Size of the parish, finance, and sense of body image were not of great concern for this 
group in relation to their satisfaction in life. Sorter 5 said: 
I feel the size of the parish has little effect on the life satisfaction of a priest because I’ve 
been in both small parishes and very large parishes and felt equally satisfied in both as a 
priest. Body image to me is not a major concern in my book in terms of priest life 
satisfaction. If I was a weightlifter, dancer, cheerleader, actor, or model, then yes body 
image would have a huge impact on life satisfaction, but priests that are bald, big, small, 
puny, fat, a lot of facial hair, small hands or big hands, tat(t)oos or no tat(t)oos, pierced 
ears or no pierced ears all can lead satisfying lives no matter their body image. 
 Similarly, sorter 2 said: “I receive no satisfaction from what I look like or how much 
money I have. I left a lucrative IT background to serve the Lord and His people in the way I felt 
called to do.” 
 In conclusion, participants represented by Factor A seem most to consider spiritual 
sources of satisfaction, as they ranked all of the statements related to spiritual life and sacraments 
of the Church high (+2 to +4) on the positive pole of the grid. They also reported seeing both 
psychological and physical health as important aspects of priests’ life satisfaction. The factor is 
described as “pro-spiritual”. 
  
  80 
Factor B results: professionals. 
 Factor B has an eigenvalue of 2.96 and explained 8.97% of the study variance. Seven of 
the 33 participants are significantly associated with this factor. At the time of the study, six 
(86%) of them had been priests for 31 years or more and one (14%) had been a priest for 21-30 
years. Analysis of the Q data for Factor B revealed that sorters of this group seem to consider 
psychological and personality variables as the most important determinants of priestly life 
satisfaction.  
 As evident from the model array for Factor B (Appendix E), statements rated high on the 
positive pole of the grid are mostly related to their physical and psychological health, personality 
traits and temperament, and individual’s self-confidence and talents. One’s psychological health 
(s32: +4) and the extent to which his skills match his responsibilities in a parish (s18: +4) are 
shown to be the most important determinant of life satisfaction according to this group.  
 Physical health (s33: +3), personality traits and temperament (s21: +3), and self-
confidence and self-worth (s23: +2) are described as strongly related to their satisfaction. Strong 
disagreement with the statements about the set obligatory prayers of the Church (s5: -4) and 
mandatory celibacy (s1: -4) demonstrate priests not considering these as contributing to their life 
satisfaction. This is also evident from Table 16, which shows extreme ranking statements with 
high and low z-scores. All of the seven extreme ranking statements that the sorters agreed to 
were related to the priests’ psychological and physical health, personality, and skills and talents, 
as well as one’s living conditions in the rectory. 
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Table 16 
Factor B Extreme Ranking Statements with High and Low z-scores 
# Statements z-score 
32 Priest’s psychological health  2.743 
18 The extent to which a priest’s skills match his responsibilities in a parish  1.623 
33 The degree to which a priest enjoys good physical health 1.342 
13 Rectory / living conditions 1.203 
21 Priest’s personality traits and temperament 1.144 
23 Priest’s self-confidence and his sense of self-worth  1.126 
20 The expectations vis-à-vis his workload 1.061 
24 Priest’s sense of body image and physical attractiveness -1.159 
34 Participating in regular exercise and physical activity -1.159 
15 The size of the parish where the priest is assigned -1.224 
9 Having a family that supports his vocation -1.312 
1 Viewing Celibacy as a call from God -1.444 
5 Priest’s faithfulness to praying The Liturgy of the Hours -1.581 
 
 Rectory living conditions (s12: +3), supporting parishioners (s17: +2), and expectation 
vis-à-vis work (s20: +1) are also reported by participants represented by Factor B to be 
contributing factors to their satisfaction. However, these priests did not consider spiritual 
direction and confession (s2: -2) as important to their life satisfaction, while they took a neutral 
position on personal prayer (s3: 0) and the celebration of Holy Mass and sacraments of the 
Church (s4: 0).  
 While this group values collaboration between pastor and associate(s) (s11: +1), 
cooperation from parish staff (s14: +1), and support from fellow priests (s7: +1) and from non-
ordained friends (s8: +1), they do not consider family support (s9: -3) or impartial treatment by 
their bishop (s12: -2) as important contributors to their satisfaction so much as others.  
 This group was neutral about personal finances (s29: 0) and the financial situation of the 
parish (s16: 0). They ranked statements about retirement benefits or pension (s28: -2) and salary 
(s27: -1) as low contributors to satisfaction. Like sorters of other factors, this group did not 
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consider the size of the parish (s15: -3) or their sense of body image (s24: -3) as important to 
their life satisfaction. 
Table 17 
Distinguishing Statements For Factors B (Significant at p < 0.05) 
 
# Statements Factor B Factor A Factor C 
  z-score Rank z-score Rank z-score Rank 
32 A priest’s psychological health 2.743 4 1.350 3 0.597 1 
18 
The extent to which his skills match his 
responsibilities in a parish 
1.623 4 0.482 1 -0.420 -1 
13 Rectory / living conditions 1.203 3 -0.306 -1 -0.799 -2 
20 The expectations vis-à-vis his workload 1.061 2 -0.285 -1 -0.973 -3 
29 Personal savings or investments 0.032 0 -1.559 -3 -1.043 -3 
3 Taking time for personal prayer -0.074 0 1.890 4 1.754 4 
2 
Commitment to Spiritual Direction and 
reception of the Sacrament of Reconciliation  
-0.743 -2 0.798 2 1.312 3 
9 Having a family that supports his vocation -1.312 -3 -0.065 0 -0.290 0 
1 Viewing Celibacy as a call from God -1.444 -4 0.893 3 1.083 3 
Z score difference ≥ ± 1 
 
 Distinguishing statements for Factor B are displayed in Table 17. These statements show 
that, in comparison to the other two groups, sorters of this group represented by Factor B 
preferred psychological health as well as professional and personal aspects related to their 
ministry to the spiritual aspects of priestly life.   
 Participants’ responses to post-sort interview questions confirmed this group’s chief 
characteristics. Stressing the psychological health of the priests and their need to be equipped for 
their ministry, sorter 11 wrote: 
 “…  Priests must be psychologically healthy people with the gifts and talents needed for 
ministry.  Ordination will not necessarily give them these gifts or such health.  Even 
though the church is quite short of clergy we must be careful to ordain men who are 
mentally qualified and gifted to do what we ask of them for the sake of God’s people.”  
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Similarly, sorter 14 wrote:   
It’s a given that one’s psychological health affects everything.  If one has clinical 
depression nothing situational would make you happy or “satisfied.” It seems with the 
priest shortage and diocesan policies, more and more is being laid on priests’ shoulders 
along with administrative and financial worries. 
 Preference given to psychological factors over spiritual direction was also mentioned by 
sorter 11. He wrote, “In my life and ministry, counseling has played a much greater role than 
either spiritual direction or the Sacrament of Reconciliation.”   
 Some other comments include: “Being well equipped for the job is a must. ...  If rectory 
living conditions are not optimal, it is disastrous!” (sorter 25); “If my body and mind are not 
working well it affects everything else.  Priests are human beings. I must maintain it” (sorter 21); 
“… I found great satisfaction serving in a small parish and in the closeness of the congregation.  
The personality (and ambition) of the priest probably plays a role in the satisfaction here” (sorter 
11). 
 The statements regarding celibacy (s1: -4) and the set prayers of the Church (s5: -4) were 
ranked the lowest by the participants of this group. Sorter 27 said in this regard: “The view of 
celibacy and non-ordained friends are not important in responding compassionately to [a] 
parishioner’s concerns. Celibacy should be optional. Not all will marry but there are many who 
may do better with their psychological and physical health in a married life”; similarly, sorter 10 
said: “Celibacy should be optional. I think our married deacons are healthier than our priests.” 
 Regarding the set prayers of the Church, participant 32 said: “Liturgy of the Hours has 
always been difficult for me.  I am ordained now 19 years so I don't think it has severely 
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damaged my priesthood when I have missed.” Similarly, participant 10 found scripture reading 
and reflection benefited him more than the obligatory prayers of the church; he said:  
“I had not been regular with these (Liturgy of the Hours). I have enough to read and 
contemplate on with the scripture passages of the weekend and weekday liturgies. They 
help. Liturgy of the Hours, when done with brother priests, it appears to me as fulfilling 
the obligation - I don’t think anyone prays …” 
 Considering the participants’ comments along with analysis presented by the model array 
and the extreme statements of this group, they may illustrate a group of priests seen to be looking 
at the ‘professional’ aspects of their vocation, such as skills and talents required for the ministry, 
as well as their psychological and physical well-being and aptness – hence, the factor description 
of ‘professional’. 
Factor C results: pro-relationals. 
 Factor C has an eigenvalue of 3.66 and explained 11.09 % of the study variance. Seven of 
the 33 participants had Q sorts that loaded significantly on this factor. At the time of the study, 
three (43%) of them had been priests for 21-30 years and two each (28%) had been priests for 
both 11-20 years and for less than 10 years. Analysis of the data for Factor C showed that sorters 
of this group seem to consider interactional sources of satisfaction as the most important 
determinants of priestly life satisfaction.  
 The model array for Factor C (see Appendix E) reveals that the respondents of this group 
value approval of their priestly ministry and support from their bishop (s10: +4), as well as 
taking time for personal prayer (s3: +4), as being the most important factors related to their life 
satisfaction. They strongly agree with the statements regarding impartial treatment by the bishop 
(s12: +3), commitment to spiritual direction and confession (s2: +3), and viewing celibacy as a 
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call from God (s2: +3). Placing two statements about priests’ relationships with their bishops and 
three statements related to spiritual sources of satisfaction on the highest end of the positive pole 
of the sorting grid, this group seems to suggest that they value both interactional and spiritual 
sources of satisfaction as having the most importance in comparison to other domains. This is 
also highlighted in Table 18, which displays the extreme ranking statements for Factor C.  
Table 18 
Factor C Extreme Ranking Statements with High and Low z-scores 
 
# Statements z-score 
10 Approval of his priestly ministry and support from his bishop  2.411 
3 Taking time for personal prayer 1.754 
12 Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop 1.374 
2 Spiritual Direction and reception of the Sacrament of Reconciliation  1.312 
1 Viewing Celibacy as a call from God  1.083 
21 Priest’s personality traits and temperament 1.012 
29 Personal savings or investments -1.043 
22 Aptness of his formation / training -1.201 
24 Priest’s sense of body image and physical attractiveness -1.596 
15 The size of the parish where he is assigned  -2.081 
 
 This group also valued support from fellow priests (s7: +2), parish staff (s14: +2), and 
parishioners (s17: +1) while they were neutral about ‘family support’ (s9: 0). Nevertheless, they 
did not agree with the statement about the importance of having non-ordained friends (s8: -1). 
Statements about the celebration of Holy Mass and sacraments of the Church (s4: +1) were other 
spiritual sources of satisfaction that were positively ranked. However, praying the Liturgy of the 
Hours (s5: -1) or spiritual reading (s6: -1) were not considered important to life satisfaction by 
this group. 
 Both the model array (see Appendix E) and Table 14 with extreme statements show that 
neither the size of the parish (s15: -4) nor a priest’s sense of body image (s24: -4) or personal 
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saving and investments (s29: +3) were shown to be important to this group. They did not value 
the aptness of formation (s22: -3), expectations vis-à-vis workload (s20: -2), pursuing interests 
and hobbies (s30: -2), a priest’s administrative and organizational ability (s19: -2), or retirement 
benefits (s28: -1) as contributing to their life satisfaction. 
 Both physical health (s33: +1) and psychological health (s32: +1) were reported to be 
important to this group. They also believed that the life satisfaction of a priest is influenced by 
his personality traits and temperament (s21: +2). While they considered engagement in leisure 
activities (s31: +2) as important to life satisfaction, they did not consider participation in regular 
exercise and physical activity (s34: -2) as important.  
Table 19 
Distinguishing Statements for Factor C (Significant at p < 0.05) 
# Statements Factor C Factor A Factor B 
  z-score Rank z-score Rank z-score Rank 
10 Approval of his priestly ministry and support 
from his bishop 
2.411 4 -0.402 -1 -0.121 0 
12 Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop 1.374 3 -0.805 -2 -0.88 -2 
31 Engaging in leisure activity 0.795 2 -0.242 -1 -0.652 -1 
22 Aptness of his formation / training -1.201 -3 0.142 0 -0.048 0 
Z score difference ≥ ± 1 
 
 There were four distinguishing statements for Factor C, as displayed in Table 19. 
Approval of priestly ministry and support from the bishop, as well as impartial treatment by the 
bishop, were both ranked very high by Factor C in comparison to others. Similarly, engaging in 
leisure activities was given more importance by sorters of Factor C while other sorters did not 
rank them as important. Aptness of formation was ranked -3 by Factor C, whereas sorters of both 
Factors A and B were ‘neutral’ on the aptness of priestly formation. 
 Participant comments from the post sort interview also confirmed the above analysis of 
Factor C. Four of the seven sorters of this group commented on the importance of a bishop’s 
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support and approval of priestly ministry. One of the participants (sorter 24) representing Factor 
C sees the diocese as a family and considers support from his bishop as well as from fellow 
priests crucial to priestly life. He said:   
Diocese is the family where I belong. Support from Bishop and his approval and 
impartial treatment is crucial for priestly life. Same with brother priests. It is from a 
family that I came to be a priest. Although celibate, I still need a family – family of 
brother priests and bishop as head of the family. 
Sorter 7 commented that not having a bishop’s support and approval could be demoralizing. He 
said:   
A priest needs to feel that he always has the support and approval of his bishop.  
Otherwise, it is easy to become demoralized, defensive, and even uninterested in carrying 
out the work expected of him.  Bishops who value the opinions and contributions of the 
laity and chancery officials over their clergy tend to lose credibility with their priests and 
are not thought of highly.  Working for a bishop who does not understand or appreciate 
the modern realities of priestly life sucks the energy and drive out of a priest.  
 Participant 15 said: “The bishop as boss and pastoral father sets the tone for working in 
diocesan ministry.” Similarly, participant 26 said, “… there seems to be the same level of 
expectations from bishop and the people in the parish while we are facing quickly declining 
numbers of priests.” 
 The need of spiritual direction was emphasized by participant 23, who said, “With the 
stressors that are in front of us it is important to ‘open the soul’ to the director for help and 
guidance in agreeing or putting one on the right path.  Need to get rid of the garbage at times.” 
Participant 26 felt that “Prayer is Key.” 
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 Participants also commented on the statements that were considered least important to 
priestly life satisfaction. Participants 15, 23, and 26 specifically said that the size of the parishes 
is not a concern for them. Participant 26 said: “I can adjust to any situation. The size of a parish 
does not bring more or less overall life satisfaction.” Similarly, sorter 23 said, “I have gone from 
a 400-person parish to a 30 member and a mission of 15.  …  I don’t mind the smaller parishes.”  
 Impact of the priestly formation on their life satisfaction was not considered important by 
this group. In this regard, participant 15 said, “My formation was less than apt, but I adjusted and 
adapted.” Likewise, participant 26 felt that a priest’s sense of body image is unrelated to his life 
satisfaction; he said: “while good health is important, outward appearance is not a direct factor in 
life satisfaction.” 
 In summary, participants representing Factor C seem to suggest that the life satisfaction 
of a priest comes from both interactional sources of satisfaction as well as spiritual sources of 
satisfaction. Like the participants of Factors A and B, the representatives of Factor C did not 
consider the financial sources of satisfaction or other factors such as the size of parish as 
contributing to their satisfaction. Considering this group’s preferences, a factor description of 
pro-relationals was given to this group. 
Consensus Statements across Factors 
 Eight statements were ranked in a similar way across the three factors. Though the 
ranking of each statement varied across factors, the difference in ranking are found to be minimal 
and are not statistically significant (See Table 20). In general, all participants viewed 
interactional sources of satisfaction (viz., support from fellow priests [s7: +1 to +2], non-
ordained friends [s8: 0 to -1], collaboration between pastor and associate pastors [s11: 0 to +1], 
supportive parish staff [s14: +1 to +2], and cooperation of parishioners [s17: +1 to +2]) as 
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important to their satisfaction. They also agreed with the statement that having opportunities to 
use their skills and talents (s26: +1 to +2) is important for a priest’s life satisfaction. Participants 
across the factors did not consider the size of a parish (s15: -3 to -4) or a priest’s organizational 
and administrative skills (s19: -1 to -2) as important contributors to their life satisfaction.  
Table 20 
Consensus Statements that do not Distinguish between any pair of Factors  
(non-significant; p > 0.01) 
 
# Statements Factor B Factor A Factor C 
  z-score Rank z-score Rank z-score Rank 
7 Support and encouragement from fellow priests* 0.437 1 0.334 1 0.669 2 
8 Having non-ordained friends -0.069 0 0.347 1 -0.565 -1 
11 
Collaboration between the pastor and the 
associate pastor(s)* 
0.313 0 0.211 1 -0.025 0 
14 
Having qualified, efficient and supportive parish 
staff  
0.382 1 0.458 1 0.856 2 
15 The size of a parish where he is assigned -1.578 -3 -1.224 -3 -2.081 -4 
17 The cooperation and support of parishioners* 0.677 2 0.496 2 0.334 1 
19 
Organizational / administrative skills of the 
priest  
-0.329 -1 -0.165 -1 -0.806 -2 
26 Opportunities to use his skills and talents 0.437 1 0.814 2 -0.091 0 
* Non-Significant; p > 0.05 
 
Research Questions 
This explorative study was carried out among the Roman Catholic secular clergy. Data 
were collected using a Q methodological approach for eliciting subjective viewpoints and 
identifying shared patterns among Roman Catholic secular clergy. Thirty-three clergy members 
sorted 34 statements reflecting different aspects of life satisfaction into a distribution grid using a 
scale ranging from ‘-4’ (least agree), through ‘0’ (neutral) on to ‘+4’ (most agree). By-person 
factor analysis through centroid factor extraction and varimax rotation of factors were used to 
derive latent viewpoints. To obtain a broader description of their viewpoints, three research 
questions were examined in this study. 
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Research Question #1 
Research question one was: “What do members of the Catholic secular clergy perceive as 
contributing to their life satisfaction? 
 Factor arrays (see Table 13) resulted from by-person factor analysis showed that 25 of the 
34 statements (74%) were positively ranked (+1 to +4) by at least one factor. Positively ranked 
statements are displayed in Table 21. 
Results show that priests feel that their life satisfaction is related to their spiritual and 
religious practices and beliefs, such as their view of celibacy as a personal call from God, and 
spiritual exercises, such as private prayer, celebration of the Mass, and devout reception of the 
sacrament of reconciliation (statements 1 through 6). This finding confirms the fact that the life 
of a priest is primarily characterized by his role and ministry that is considered to be a calling 
from God. They are set apart to fulfill certain spiritual and religious duties and are called upon to 
live a life of service and prayer as defined by the Church (Hankle, 2010; Isacco et al., 2016; 
Rossetti 2011). As Rossetti (2011) observes, “… priesthood is a spiritual life. To be a happy 
priest necessarily includes having a strong relationship to God and daily nurturing [of] that 
relationship with typical priestly spiritual practices” (p. 11). Religious practices and an 
individual’s sense of relationship with God through prayers and spiritual practices, as well as 
celibacy, have been previously reported as central to priests’ health and psychological well-
being, and have positive outcomes such as a sense of connection and support, decreased stress, 
and improved relationships (Isacco et al., 2016). 
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Table 21 
Positively Ranked Statements 
# Statements Factors 
 
A B C 
1 Viewing Celibacy as a call from God  3 -4 3 
2 Commitment to Spiritual Direction and reception of the Sacrament of 
Reconciliation 
2 -2 3 
3 Taking time for personal prayer  4 0 4 
4 Faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments of the Church  4 0 1 
5 Faithfulness to praying The Liturgy of the Hours 3 -4 -1 
6 Regular spiritual reading 2 -1 -1 
7 Support and encouragement from fellow priests 1 1 2 
8 Having non-ordained friends 0 1 -1 
10 Approval of his priestly ministry and support from his bishop -1 0 4 
11 Collaboration between the pastor and the associate pastor(s) 0 1 0 
12 Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop -2 -2 3 
13 Rectory / living conditions -1 3 -2 
14 Having qualified, efficient, and supportive parish staff 1 1 2 
16 The financial situation of the parish -2 0 1 
17 The cooperation and support of parishioners  2 2 1 
18 The extent to which his skills match his responsibilities in a parish 1 4 -1 
20 The expectations vis-à-vis his workload -1 2 -3 
21 Personality traits and temperament of the priest 0 3 2 
23 Priest’s self-confidence and his sense of self-worth 1 2 0 
26 Opportunities to use his skills and talents  1 2 0 
30 Taking time to pursue his interests / hobbies  -2 1 -2 
31 Engaging in leisure activity  -1 -1 2 
32 A priest’s psychological health  3 4 1 
33 Physical health of the priest 0 3 1 
34 Participating in regular exercise and physical activity  2 -2 -2 
 
Participants’ agreement with statements 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, and 17 reveals that 
interactional sources such as relationship with their bishop, support from ordained and non-
ordained friends, as well as from parish staff and parishioners, and collaboration of pastor and 
associates(s) are all contributing factors to their life satisfaction. These findings are consistent 
with clergy satisfaction literature as mentioned in Chapter Two.  
Priests consider their physical and psychological health to have an important impact on 
their life satisfaction (statements 32 and 33). Opportunities to use their skills and talents, taking 
time to pursue hobbies and interests, and participating in regular physical exercise are also 
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reported to be contributing factors to priestly life satisfaction. Furthermore, the results suggest 
that priests believe that their life satisfaction is influenced by their personality traits and 
temperament. 
The results also reveal that a priest’s work-related factors can contribute to his 
satisfaction to some extent. In general, statements related to work were not ranked very high by 
the participants. However, they find that rectory living conditions, efficiency of parish staff, the 
financial situation of a parish, the skills and abilities of the priest, and the demands of their 
parishes may have some influence on their satisfaction.  
Research Question #2 
 The second research question posed for this study was:  
 What themes emerge among Catholic secular clergy in their understanding of life 
satisfaction? 
 Results of the Q factor analysis were used to answer research question #2. By-person 
factor analysis through centroid factor extraction and varimax rotation of factors resulted in a 
three-factor solution, i.e. three distinct themes of perceptions of life satisfaction among Catholic 
secular clergy (see Table 10). 
 Priests in Factor A highly endorsed the spiritual sources of satisfaction. Faithful 
celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments of the Church, praying the Liturgy of the 
Hours, and viewing celibacy as a call from God were of great importance to this group. Fifteen 
of the 33 participants are significantly associated with this factor. They did not consider approval 
of the priestly ministry and support by their bishop as important to their satisfaction. They valued 
psychological health as an important determinant of satisfaction.  
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 Participants in Factor B positively recognized psychological and personality variables as 
the most important determinants of priestly life satisfaction. They strongly disagreed with the 
statements about the set obligatory prayers of the Church and mandatory celibacy as contributing 
to their life satisfaction. They did not give much importance to spiritual sources of satisfaction, 
as did the respondents of Factor A. Seven of the 33 participants are significantly associated with 
this factor. 
 Factor C showed that sorters of this group consider interactional sources of satisfaction as 
being the most important determinants of priestly life satisfaction. In comparison to the other two 
groups, sorters in Factor C valued approval of their priestly ministry and support from and 
impartial treatment by their bishop as very important for their life satisfaction. Seven of the 33 
participants are significantly associated with this factor. 
 All participants, however, either took a neutral position or ranked negatively 9 of the 34 
statements (see Table 22). The priests in general did not find financial sources important to life 
satisfaction in comparison to other sources (statements 27, 28, 29). Of less importance to them 
were also the size of their parish, and the organizational / administrative skills of the priest.   
Table 22  
Neutral or Negatively Ranked Statements  
# Statements Factors 
 
A B C 
9 Having a family that supports his vocation 0 -3 0 
15 The size of a parish -3 -3 -4 
19 Organizational / administrative skills of the priest  -1 -1 -2 
22 Aptness of his formation / training  0 0 -3 
24 Priest’s sense of body image and physical attractiveness -4 -3 -4 
25 Perception of his sexuality -2 -1 0 
27 Compensation / salary  -3 -1 0 
28 Priest’s retirement / pension benefits  -4 -2 -1 
29 Personal savings or investments  -3 0 -3 
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Research Question #3 
 Research question #3 was: “How do members of the Catholic secular clergy differ on 
their perceptions of life satisfaction?” 
 Distinguishing statements for each factor (Tables 11, 13, and 15) are used to address this 
research question. A distinguishing statement is a statement whose score on the particular factor 
is significantly different from its score on any other factor. In this analysis, when the difference 
between a statement’s z-score on any two factors was equal or greater than 1, it was considered a 
distinguishing statement.  
 Three of the distinguishing statements for Factor A were in regard to spiritual sources of 
satisfaction, namely, celebration of Mass and other sacraments of the Church, faithfully praying 
the Liturgy of the Hours, and spiritual reading. Agreement with the statement about participation 
in regular physical exercise also distinguished Factor A from other factors. Participants 
representing Factor A disagreed more strongly with the statements about the influence of a 
priest’s personality traits and temperament, the financial situation of a parish, and priests’ 
retirement / pension benefits as affecting satisfaction in comparison to the participants of Factors 
B and C. 
 Priests who represented Factor B differed from the rest of the priests in their preference 
for statements related to psychological health, the extent to which their skills match their 
responsibilities in a parish, rectory / living conditions, personal savings/investments, and the 
expectations vis-à-vis their workload over other statements. They considered spiritual sources of 
satisfaction (e.g., personal prayer, spiritual direction and sacrament of reconciliation, and view 
on celibacy as a call from God) and a supporting family as having less influence on their 
satisfaction, as opposed to priests who gave more importance to spiritual variables. 
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 Distinguishing statements for Factor C show that priests represented by this factor ranked 
statements regarding approval of priestly ministry and support from their bishop (such as 
‘impartial treatment of priests by their bishop’) as of great importance to their satisfaction in life, 
whereas these statements were ranked lower by other participants. ‘Engaging in leisure activity’ 
was of greater importance for this group in comparison to other groups. Aptness of formation 
was ranked lower by this group than by other priests.  
Other Findings 
 Two participants in the study suggested additional items that they felt were important 
determinants of life satisfaction that were not included in the Q sample of the study. These items 
are listed below: 
1. Priests’ self-identification as liberal or conservative (participant 7) 
2. Ethnicity of the priests (participant 7) 
3. The diocese having a common vision (participant 12) 
4. Support and help from the Diocesan Curia (central administrative) offices (participant 14) 
5. Accountability and sensitivity on the part of diocesan curia offices toward the pastoral 
situations of parishes (participant 14) 
Summary 
 The results of the study and analysis of data were presented in this chapter and research 
questions were discussed. By-person factor analysis through centroid factor extraction and 
varimax rotation of factors were used to extract the prominent common viewpoints of Catholic 
secular clergy regarding life satisfaction.  
 Factor analysis resulted in a three-factor solution, signifying three distinct themes of 
perception of life satisfaction among Catholic secular clergy. Each factor was examined 
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subjectively by observing its characterizing and distinguishing statements. Sources of 
satisfaction most preferred by Factor A were spiritual in nature (e.g., celebration of Mass and 
prayers of the Church). Factor B preferred psychological and personality variables (e.g., 
psychological health, skills-responsibility match). Factor C considered interactional sources as 
most important to their satisfaction.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to explore the views of Roman Catholic secular clergy on 
their life satisfaction. Specifically, this study examined how members of Roman Catholic secular 
clergy prioritized and defined the determinants of life satisfaction, and how they fit into life 
satisfaction typologies based on their perceptions of the determinants of life satisfaction.  
This chapter presents a summary of the study, conclusions of the results, limitations of the study, 
implications of the findings, and recommendations for future research.   
Summary of the Study 
 Thirty-three active secular priests from three Roman Catholic dioceses participated in the 
study. Through use of Q-assessor, 305 emails were sent out, and 33 priests completed the study 
within 16 days, yielding a response rate of 10.82%. The majority of the participants (66.6%) had 
been priests for 21 years or more at the time of their participation. Participants were asked to 
rank-order 34 statements about their views on the determinants of their life satisfaction. These 
statements had been developed primarily from a review of the literature and then refined through 
expert consultation. The Q methodology research technique was employed to structure an 
opinion typology from these rank-ordered statements. The rank-ordered sorts were subjected to 
correlation and by-person factor analysis in order to obtain groupings of participants who sorted 
the opinion statements into similar arrangements. 
Research Question #1 
 “What do members of the Catholic secular clergy perceive as contributing to their life 
satisfaction?”  
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 Factor arrays (see Table 13) resulting from by-person factor analysis showed that 25 of 
the 34 statements expressing various views on priests’ life satisfaction were positively ranked by 
at least one factor indicating participants’ perceptions regarding their life satisfaction.   
Personal prayer, faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and sacraments, approval and 
support from the bishop, psychological health, and skills-responsibilities matching, as well as 
priests’ personality traits and temperament were found to be highly preferred (ranked +4) 
contributors of satisfaction. Viewing celibacy as a call from God, spiritual direction and 
reception of the sacrament of reconciliation and praying the Liturgy of the Hours, impartial 
treatment by the bishop, physical health, and rectory / living conditions were also reported to be 
important sources of their satisfaction (ranked +3).  
In general, statements related to work were not ranked very highly by the participants. 
However, they found that rectory living conditions, efficiency of parish staff, the financial 
situation of their parish, their skills and abilities, and the demands of their parishes may have 
some influence on their satisfaction.  
 Participants’ preferences for these statements are in agreement with prior research 
revealing a significant relationship between priests’ life satisfaction and important aspects of 
their life as described in Chapter Two, namely, (a) spiritual and religious practices and beliefs, 
(b) interactional sources of satisfaction, (c) current ministry and administration, and (d) 
personality variables.  
 A comprehensive summary of the contributors of satisfaction in this study is described 
under research question #2 in this chapter. 
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Implications 
 Having a systematic and structured approach to measuring priests’ responses about their 
life satisfaction will allow researchers to better understand the dynamics of their responses. The 
findings of this study have implications for the utilization of the Q sort as a viable method in the 
construction of an instrument that systematically measures the life satisfaction of clergy and 
identifies the satisfaction typologies among clergy. To the best of this researcher’s knowledge, 
there is no such instrument to identify the satisfaction typologies among the secular clergy or to 
measure life satisfaction among them. The findings of this study provide systematically obtained 
items that can be used in the construction of such an instrument. The 25 items that were 
positively ranked may be used to construct such an instrument, although the participants may not 
have the same preferences and put equal importance on each of these items. Understanding the 
dynamics of these preferences of priests with the help of such an instrument is pertinent to future 
research, selection and formation of seminarians, priests’ ongoing formation, and counseling.  
Implications for formation of seminarians. 
 The United States Catholic Conference of Bishops (USCCB, 2006) made psychological 
testing for seminary candidates normative. Later, the committee on clergy, consecrated life, and 
vocation of USCCB (2015) outlined components of a psychological evaluation which included a 
clinical interview focusing on mental health history, and an assessment of the psychosocial, 
psychosexual, cognitive, and emotional functioning of the candidates to priesthood.  
 Using an instrument to identify satisfaction typologies will provide a positive and 
strength-based approach to the assessment of candidates to the priesthood. The instrument has to 
be tailored to explore a candidate’s perception of clergy life satisfaction, as the current study 
focused on ordained priests. Candidates’ responses may articulate important areas that need to be 
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more fully screened or they may identify aspects that warrant further discernment by those 
making final decisions on admissions of candidates. In the case of those admitted to seminary, 
candidates’ responses would provide basic data for formators and spiritual directors to use in 
delivering more individualized training for the seminarians. Furthermore, the instrument may be 
used for ongoing evaluation of the candidates. 
Implications for diocesan administration.  
 Diocesan administrations may benefit from using the findings of this study to identify 
suitable priest personnel and their individual strengths for specific assignments in the diocese.  
Construction of an instrument to identify satisfaction typologies based on the results of this study 
will be useful in creating a profile of diocesan clergy. This could be used as an alternative 
approach to classify diocesan priests for various purposes such as parish assignments, forming 
teams or committees for specific tasks of the dioceses, identifying priests for advanced studies, 
or for determining the specific counseling needs of priests.  
Implications for counseling priests. 
 The results of this study provide the systematically obtained components of the life 
satisfaction of clergy. Items that were positively ranked by respondents of this study can serve as 
easily obtainable and immediate baseline data for counseling priests. Counselors and priests in 
counseling can create a list of items that bring satisfaction to individual priests and further 
discuss aspects that are adversely affecting their life satisfaction. A treatment plan may be 
discussed to achieve optimum satisfaction and emotional health by increasing contributing 
factors to satisfaction and by minimizing or constructively dealing with aspects that decrease 
their satisfaction. 
  
  101 
Research Question #2 
 What themes emerge among Catholic secular clergy in their understanding of life 
satisfaction? 
By-person factor analysis and varimax rotation extracted three opinion types that 
represented three different themes of priests’ understandings of life satisfaction. The three 
opinion types were described as (1) Pro-spirituals, (2) Professionals, and (3) Pro-relationals in 
light of their identifying characteristics. Twenty-Nine of the 33 participant sorts (88%) were 
accounted for in these three themes (factors). While these three themes are not mutually 
exclusive, a leading pattern of views is observed in each of them. Of the 29 sorts analyzed, about 
half (52%) of all participants were identified as Pro-Spiritual. The remaining half was equally 
distributed among the other two opinion types, each one being representative of 7 (24%) 
participants. To understand these themes meaningfully, it is important to keep in mind that, in Q 
methodology, opinion types or themes are understood as being prototypical exemplars rather 
than as discrete categories. These exemplars do not assume discontinuous data, non-overlapping 
categories, or clear cut-off points between typological categories (Valenta & Wigger, 1997). 
Focus of the analysis in the Q method is on identifying characteristics that are typical for each 
category. Participants may differ in their degree of fit to the category prototype, with some being 
more typical exemplars than others. 
The identifying characteristics typical to pro-spirituals are spiritual sources of 
satisfaction such as personal prayer, celebration of Holy Mass and other sacraments of the 
Church, praying the Liturgy of the Hours, viewing celibacy as a call from God, spiritual direction 
and sacrament of reconciliation, and spiritual reading. Although it is shown to different degrees 
according to the respective sorts, the pro-spirituals agree with the professionals and pro-
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relationals on the importance to their life satisfaction of psychological health, the cooperation 
and support of parishioners and parish staff, priests’ self-confidence and their sense of self-
worth, and opportunities to use their skills and talents, as well as the extent to which their skills 
match their responsibilities. Praying the Liturgy of the Hours and spiritual reading, along with 
the importance of regular exercise, were very typical priorities of this group. 
In comparison to others, pro-spirituals did not find interactional sources of support such 
as approval and support by the bishop and impartial treatment of priests by bishop, and other 
factors like personality traits, temperament, or physical health as important contributors to their 
satisfaction. 
The second opinion type was given a description professionals because of their 
identifying characteristics. The theme displayed by professionals is made up of a combination of 
items from (a) work-related domain, such as their skills and responsibilities matching, 
expectations vis-à-vis workload, qualifications, opportunities to use skills and talents, efficient 
and supportive parish staff, and rectory / living conditions; (b) interactional sources of support 
such as cooperation and support; encouragement from parishioners, fellow priests, and non-
ordained friends; and the collaboration between the pastor and the associate pastor(s); and (c) 
other domains such as psychological and physical health, personality traits and temperament, 
self-confidence and a sense of self-worth, and taking time to pursue one’s own interests / 
hobbies.  
In comparison to the pro-spirituals and pro-relationals, professionals did not find the 
spiritual sources of satisfaction to be as important as other sources. They ranked ‘personal 
prayer’ and celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments as of ‘neutral’ importance, and 
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ranked other items negatively, such as viewing celibacy as being a call from God (-4), praying 
the Liturgy of the Hours (-4), spiritual direction and confession (-2), and spiritual reading (-1).  
 The third group of participants were described as pro-relationals, in considering the 
dominant theme of interactional sources of satisfaction they conveyed. Approval of priestly 
ministry and support from the bishop, as well as impartial treatment by the bishop, were typical 
priorities for the life satisfaction of this group. All other interactional sources of satisfaction – 
namely, support and encouragement from fellow priests, supportive parish staff and parishioners 
– were positively ranked by this group. However, they did not find that having non-ordained 
friends was an important contributor to their life satisfaction.  
 Additionally, there were several items that were positively ranked by pro-relationals that 
overlapped with those preferred by pro-spirituals, namely, spiritual sources of satisfaction such 
as personal prayer, viewing celibacy as a call from God, spiritual direction and the sacrament of 
reconciliation, and Holy Mass and celebration sacraments; similarly, responses overlapped with 
those of the professionals in regard to items such as psychological and physical health of the 
priest, personality traits and temperament of the priest, and leisure activities. 
Implications  
 This finding is in agreement with recent research suggesting that clergy may derive 
different levels of satisfaction from different facets of ministry (see, Faucett, Corwyn, & Poling, 
2013; Francis, Hills, & Rutledge, 2008). While this study identified three opinion types with 
regard to the life satisfaction of clergy, it is important to understand that all of these aspects of 
personality – spiritual, professional, and relational – are vital to priestly ministry, as a priest 
assumes multiple roles both within the Church and in the community as a spiritual leader and 
teacher, a man of prayer and a model to the faithful, a counselor, and also as a pastoral 
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administrator. Individual preference for any one of these aspects does not imply a complete 
rejection of the other two. However, any one of these aspects, when over-emphasized, may 
become a deficit to the effectiveness of a priest’s ministry and may negatively influence his 
overall satisfaction in life.  
Implications for formation of seminarians. 
 In light of the teaching of (Pope) John Paul II (1992), USCCB outlined four dimensions 
of priestly formation, namely, human, spiritual, intellectual, and pastoral (2006). Each area, 
while distinct in itself, is linked to the others. The spiritual, professional, and relational themes 
which emerged in this study may be integrated into the four dimensions of priestly formation and 
may supplement both the assessment of candidates to priesthood and their formation. Various 
components related to the three themes may be useful at the time of recruiting seminarians and 
during various stages of their seminary formation. Many such components have already been 
incorporated as survey items related to the four dimensions of priestly formation (e.g., 
psychosocial development, interpersonal skills, affective maturity, capacity to live celibate 
chastity, capacity for spiritual growth and change, capacity for leadership, decision making 
skills) in the assessment of candidates to priesthood (Sperry, 2012). Spiritual directors and 
formators can use regular assessments on a candidate’s views on spiritual, professional, and 
relational aspects of life satisfaction as identified by this study in order to deliver important 
feedback and more personalized guidance. 
Implications for diocesan administration.  
 There is a great deal of research supporting the positive relationship of life satisfaction 
with need satisfaction, job satisfaction, job performance, and person-job fit (De Gieter, Hofmans, 
& Bakker, 2017; Hardin & Donaldson, 2014; Wright, Cropanzano, & Bonett, 2007). Research 
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has shown that organizations may benefit from designing jobs that provide employees with the 
opportunity to satisfy their basic needs (De Gieter et al., 2017). Similarly, Greater job 
satisfaction is predicted when there is greater correspondence or congruence (Dawis, 2005; 
Holland, 1997) between oneself and the work environment, and when one’s self is actualized in 
one’s career (Super, 1992).  
 Understanding the personal preferences, interests, and tastes of the priests is very 
important for the suitable assignment of diocesan personnel to parishes, various educational and 
pastoral institutions, or to diocesan central administration. Using the three opinion types 
identified in this study, dioceses may benefit from promoting personnel assignments 
corresponding to priests’ preferences on life satisfaction, which will in turn promote effective 
pastoral ministry as well as the better psychological well-being of priests.   
Implications for ongoing formation of priests.  
 The ongoing formation of a priest working in a diocesan situation is not merely meant for 
his own spiritual well-being, but is directed towards his specific role as a priest serving the 
Church and the community. In its basic plan for the ongoing formation of priests, the USCCB 
recognizes priestly identity as involved in a ‘growing and developing human being,’ ‘believing 
disciples of Jesus Christ in His Church,’ and, in a unique way, as ministerial priests in the 
Church, and recognizes the significance of the four dimensions of their ongoing formation – 
namely, spiritual formation, pastoral formation, human formation, and intellectual formation 
(USCCB, 2001). The three opinion types identified in this study may be used to design and 
deliver programs that would address the first three dimensions of priests’ ongoing formation. 
Spiritual directors and ongoing program coordinators may use this as a tool to develop 
appropriate renewal programs for priests. 
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 Ongoing self-evaluation and spiritual renewal may be facilitated with the help of the 
items represented by the pro-spirituals. Aspects highlighted by the professionals, such as skills-
responsibilities matching, psychological health, personality traits and temperament, and physical 
health may be considered for the ongoing pastoral formation, along with training on and practical 
applications of other pastoral competencies and skills as outlined by the USCCB. One of the 
important aspects of human formation is “the capacity to relate to others” (USCCB, 2001). 
Ongoing formation programs may be enriched by focusing on interactional sources of 
satisfaction as identified by pro-relationals, such as support from the bishop, fellow priests, 
parish staff, and parishioners.  
Implications for counseling priests. 
 Identifying and recognizing the life satisfaction typology of priests as highlighted in this 
study has important implications for counseling priests. The relevance of the findings for 
counseling may be best understood from a of person-environment fit perspective in career 
counseling. One of the foundational assumptions in career counseling is that greater job 
satisfaction is predicted when there is a greater correspondence or congruence between personal 
characteristics and the work environment (Hardin & Donaldson, 2014). In the context of this 
study, personal characteristics include personal preferences, choices, interests, knowledge, skills; 
and abilities, and the environmental factors may include demands of priestly ministry, the 
characteristics and atmosphere of a priest’s workplace (e.g., parishes, schools, or pastoral 
centers), organizational values, and the structure and relationship of the diocese.  
 Recognizing the life satisfaction typology of priests, counselors may consider two distinct 
sources of fit, (a) the extent to which the environment matches the person – ideal-job 
actualization, and (b) the extent to which the person matches the environment – actual-job regard 
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(see Hardin & Donaldson, 2014; Hardin & Larsen, 2014). From an ‘ideal-job actualization’ 
perspective, counselors can work with the priests or the diocesan authorities to seek out 
possibilities for making appropriate changes in work environments or to find a new assignment 
that could provide a better environment matching particular priests’ interests and preferences. 
However, changing the work environments or finding a new place of assignment is not always 
possible in the case of Catholic secular clergy. Their work is usually limited to the geographical 
territory of the diocese, which is governed by its bishop.  
 In such situations, counselors can explore individuals’ current work environments to 
identify points of correspondence with their personalities, values, and needs from an ‘actual-job 
regard’. This would require priests to examine aspects of their current ministry and to identify 
which of these priorities are important. This would help counselors to pinpoint sources of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction and fit or lack of fit. Having priests talk about their preferred or 
ideal pastoral ministry situations may help them identify important aspects that are missing, and 
having them talk about their current ministry may help them clarify the extent to which 
important aspects are present and better appreciate them in their current ministry.  
 While each of the opinion types identified in this study reveals promising strengths for 
the ministry of a priest, over-emphasizing any one opinion type, as noted earlier, may become a 
deficit to the effectiveness of a priest’s ministry and may negatively influence his overall 
satisfaction in life. For example, hypothetically, in extreme situations, one may try to become so 
‘spiritual’ that he may not able to relate to his fellow priests and to his parishioners, and may 
neglect his health or administration of the parish; or, he may become so involved in the 
administration of the parish that he neglects his spiritual duties. Identifying priests’ preferred 
opinion types regarding life satisfaction and comparing them to their viewpoints on other opinion 
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types may also help priests evaluate their standpoints in relation to others and better appreciate 
other viewpoints. This may help them realize any unrealistic views they have about their 
ministry and life satisfaction, and how these matters could be causing them distress.  
Research Question #3 
 Research question #3 was, “How do members of the Catholic secular clergy differ in 
their perceptions of life satisfaction?” 
 Q methodological analysis enabled the researcher to identify both the opinions that 
differentiated all three participant groups and those that were common to them. 
 The pro-spirituals were distinguished by their preference of celebration of the Mass and 
other sacraments of the Church, faithful praying of the Liturgy of the Hours, and regular spiritual 
reading, as well as participating in regular exercise and physical activity. They placed little 
importance on the financial situation of the parish and priests’ retirement and pension benefits in 
comparison to professionals and pro-relationals. The pro-spirituals took a neutral position on 
the personality traits and temperament of the priests regarding this item’s influence on their 
satisfaction.  
 The professionals were distinguished by their preference for psychological health, the 
extent to which his skills match his responsibilities in a parish’ and rectory / living conditions, as 
well as expectations vis-à-vis his workload. These aspects were not considered as important 
contributors of life satisfaction by pro-relationals and pro-spirituals. The professionals, 
however, did not perceive spiritual sources preferred by other participants to be important to 
their life satisfaction – namely, personal prayer, spiritual direction and reception of the sacrament 
of Reconciliation, and viewing celibacy as a call from God. The professionals gave more 
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importance to personal savings and investments and less importance to supportive family in 
comparison to other participants in the study. 
 The pro-relationals were distinguished by their high rankings of approval of their priestly 
ministry and support from his bishop, impartial treatment of priests by the bishop, these items 
not being identified as contributing factors by the rest of the participants. Similarly, in contrast to 
other participants, the pro-relationals reported engaging in leisure activity as an important factor 
for their life satisfaction. They also disagreed strongly about the effect of aptness of priestly 
training on their life satisfaction, while others took a neutral stance.  
Consensus among Categories 
 Overall, consensus in all three categories identified in this study revolved around priests’ 
agreement on the influence of interactional sources of support on their life satisfaction, namely, 
support and encouragement from fellow priests, having non-ordained friends, collaboration 
between the pastor and the associate pastor(s), and having qualified, efficient, and supportive 
parish staff, as well as the cooperation and support of parishioners. They also agreed on the 
importance of having opportunities to use their skills and talents as a contributing factor to their 
life satisfaction. Similarly, the three groups found little importance to the size of the parish and 
the organizational /administrative skills of the priest. 
Implications  
 Identifying the similarities and differences in subjective perceptions across the participant 
group has implications for diocesan administrators, trainers, counselors, and spiritual directors 
aiming to examine areas of friction, consensus, and conflict, and thus providing sharper insight 
into isolating possible sources of dissatisfaction, and encouraging fraternity and community life 
among seminarians and diocesan clergy.  
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Implications for formation of seminarians. 
 Community life is an important aspect of seminary formation. The USCCB (2006) calls 
seminary the “continuation of the apostolic community gathered around Jesus a seminary” and 
thus it is a “learning community of the disciples of Jesus”; it is a “community of charity and 
friendship, where fraternal bonds are anchored in genuine relationships to the Lord and to one 
another”; it is a “worshipping and praying community.” Furthermore, the USCCB considers “the 
capacity to relate to others in a positive manner and the ability to get along with others and work 
with them in the community” to be an important aspect of seminary formation.  
 Formators and spiritual directors may use the ‘satisfaction topologies’ highlighted in this 
study to identify the similarities and differences in the subjective perceptions across seminarians 
regarding clergy life satisfaction at different stages of their formation and can design programs 
related to their human and spiritual formation. Carefully designed and conducted workshops, 
seminars, and group works on life satisfaction typologies among secular clergy may be a useful 
adjunct to the seminary curriculum and can help to build a better community life and enrich 
healthy and genuine interpersonal relationship skills among seminarians.  
Implications for diocesan administration.  
 Management and organizational studies have shown that successfully managing diversity 
can lead to more committed, better satisfied, and better preforming employees (Patrick & Kumar, 
2012; Ravazzani, 2016). Understanding the differences along with the similarities of views 
among priests will be helpful, especially for diocesan administrators, in selecting suitable 
personnel for parish assignments.  
 The reality of diverse opinion types among secular clergy about life satisfaction may not 
be a serious threat to the effective functioning of the diocese. As most diocesan priests live alone 
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in their residence in their respective places of assignment, chances of interpersonal conflicts 
arising from priests’ preferences, as found in this study, may be insignificant. However, the 
findings may be more relevant in the case where two or more priests live together in the same 
rectory – either in larger parishes or in cases where several parishes are clustered together, and 
two or more priests are assigned to work together and live together. Priests of different 
satisfaction typologies may also be an advantage to the parishes, as they can serve the different 
needs of the congregation they serve, particularly regarding administrative, spiritual, and 
relationship / community building.  
 Understanding the differences along with the similarities of views among priests will be 
advantageous when assigning mentors to newly ordained priests as they make an important 
transition from their lives in seminaries to the real-world life of the parish communities and the 
community of the diocesan bishop priests. It is crucial for the mentors to have adequate 
knowledge and skills to understand the preferences and choices of the newly ordained priests and 
to work with them with respect and affirmation.  
Implications for ongoing formation of priests.  
 Implementers of the ongoing formation of priests may consider the different satisfaction 
typologies of the priests, and areas of consensus and differences in their viewpoints, as they 
select and combine the most effective intervention program and best practices for community 
building among the diocesan clergy, aiming at making member diversity a strength. By allowing 
candid discussions and clarifying any miscommunications or stereotypes among the priests of a 
diocese, a high level of positive interdependence among the clergy can be ensured and thus 
create a superordinate group identity as “diocesan clergy” (see, Johnson & Johnson, 2013). 
Special attention may be paid to the growing number of clergy arriving from international 
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locations to serve in dioceses across the United States, and to their perceptions on priestly life 
satisfaction and possible differences with those of native clergy. 
Implications for counseling priests. 
 Counselors may examine whether individual differences in priests’ views on life 
satisfaction cause them interpersonal relationship difficulties with other priests, diocesan 
authorities, or with parishioners. Counselors may use the satisfaction typology items of this study 
to heighten a priest’s awareness about how diverse opinion types and personality styles might be 
leading to self-sabotage in interpersonal relationships. An open discussion in a conducive 
counseling relationship about clients’ perspectives on the strengths and flaws of each opinion 
type will provide counselors and priests with other ways of isolating sources of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction, interpersonal strengths, and difficulties that might otherwise have been missed. 
This can also help priests examine their own unrealistic expectations about priestly life and 
ministry, and examine how important each of the satisfaction types identified in this study is for 
them personally.  
Theoretical Conceptualization and Assessment of Findings 
 The theoretical framework adopted in this study was based on an integrative model which 
argues that both personality and domain satisfaction are important in determining one’s life 
satisfaction (Heller et al., 2004). This model considers personality characteristics as factors 
influencing the ways in which a person interprets the circumstances of one’s life, and that these 
interpretations, in turn, directly influence the life satisfaction of an individual. Findings of this 
study provide an explanatory model differentiating three typologies that recognize multi-factorial 
pathways to understanding clergy life satisfaction. 
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Figure 3. Integrative Model of the Life Satisfaction of Priests. PS = Pro-spiritual; PF = 
Professional; PR = Pro-Relations; C = Consensus  
 Based on the results of this study, a new flexible and eclectic theoretical 
conceptualization of clergy life satisfaction is proposed (Figure 3). The model above highlights 
the three predominant category prototypes (opinion types) that are deemed significant in relation 
to the life satisfaction of Catholic diocesan clergy. The category prototypes are described as pro-
spirituals, professionals, and pro-relationals based on the identifying characteristics that are 
typical for each category. Within the three category prototypes identified in this study, all 
participants have some degree of agreement on the influence of interactional sources of support 
on their life satisfaction. These results are influenced by the current life situations of the 
participants, such as the places of their assignment, relevant aspects of diocesan leadership, and 
the participants’ personality traits, as well as their values in life.  
 While personality and the values of a person can place certain limits on the level of one’s 
life satisfaction, changes in their environments, perceptions, feelings, and behaviors can bring 
consequent changes in their levels of satisfaction. The proposed model allows room for 
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evaluation, modification and change in priests’ preferred sources of satisfaction through life 
experiences, training, or counseling and work towards their optimum functioning. 
Understanding Negatively Ranked Statements 
Participants in this study did not find nine of the 34 statements to indicate a contributing 
factor to their life satisfaction. In general, they did not find the size of their parish, their own 
organizational / administrative skills, family support, sense of body image, perception of their 
own sexuality, or financial sources such as salary retirement / pension benefits or personal 
savings as being as important to life satisfaction in comparison to other sources of life 
satisfaction.  
Size of the parish (ranked > -3) and organizational / administrative skills of the priest 
(ranked > -1) were found to be of less importance to the priests’ satisfaction. Both these items 
were mentioned in prior research on clergy satisfaction (Turton & Francis, 2002; Perl & Froehle, 
2002) and were included in this study after thorough discussion with the review panel. In their 
opinion, the size of a parish where a priest is assigned is sometimes seen as a “status symbol,” 
where larger and affluent parishes are preferred by at least some priests. Moreover, the size of a 
parish and the need of administrative skills were considered relevant items for this study, as 
priests tend to spend more time in the administrative work of their parish especially in the 
context of the declining number of active priests. However, the results of this study did not 
support this position.  
Hoge (2002) reported that administrative work of the parish was the least preferred job by 
a majority of the priests than in visiting or counseling parishioners or in personal prayer. Perl and 
Froehle (2002) found that “if they feel they face a large amount of work for reasons beyond their 
control, especially administrative obligations, their satisfaction declines” (p. 39). Accordingly, 
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the results of this study could mean that the participants were either not faced with excessive 
administrative responsibilities, or they did not ‘feel’ they were overburdened by any 
administrative workload.  
Having a family that supports a priest’s vocation was not reported as a contributor of 
priests’ life satisfaction (ranked 0 to -3) in this study. In Krindatch and Hoge’s study (2010), 
sixty percent of Catholic clergy reported having strong support from their family, although it was 
not clearly mentioned as a source of their satisfaction. Since the participants here did not view 
family support as an important contributor to their life satisfaction, it may be inferred that priests 
draw their support and satisfaction primarily from their spiritual life and from their bishops, 
brother-priests, and parishioners. 
While training of priests involves 4-8 years of seminary formation, participants in this 
study did not find ‘aptness of priestly program’ as an important factor in priestly life satisfaction: 
it was ranked -3 or neutral by the participants. The committee on priestly formation of the United 
States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB, 2006) prescribes two years of pre-theology 
philosophical studies and four years of graduate theological studies as a necessary program of 
priestly formation. The curriculum for priestly formation is founded on the four pillars of priestly 
formation proposed by Pope John Paul II (1992), namely, human, spiritual, intellectual, and 
pastoral. It also emphasizes the important link between formation before ordination to the 
priesthood and formation after ordination. The seminary program of priestly formation can 
appropriately be viewed as an initiation to priestly life and not as an all-inclusive and final 
program. Those in priestly formation may be prepared and encouraged to look forward to 
ongoing formation after their ordination, seeing both its necessity and its advantages. 
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While previous research (Frederick et al., 2016; Kates, 2007) has found that satisfaction 
with body image and physical appearance has a significant relationship with higher self-esteem 
and life satisfaction among adults, the sample of clergy men here does not seem to be affected by 
these factors.   
Financial resources such as salary and other benefits are usually included in the life 
satisfaction literature (Loewe et al., 2014) and financial strain is generally found to be a source of 
stress in people’s lives (Furstenberg, Gauthier, & Pacholok, 2009; Peirce, Frone, Russell, & 
Cooper, 1994; Price, Choi, & Vinokur, 2002). Financial sources of satisfaction were not reported 
to be important to the participants of this study. This could be because they are happy about their 
salary and other benefits they receive from the parish or from the diocese.  
Diocesan priests do not take vows of poverty and, according to canon law, they should be 
paid enough to “provide for the necessities of their life” as well as to donate to charitable causes. 
O’Loughlin (2017) reported that the national median total taxable income for priests is 
$45,593.00. While some consider that this income is much lower when compared to other U.S. 
males who share a similar level of education (see O’Loughlin, 2017), it is important to consider 
the expenses that are met by the parishes or the dioceses, such as food, supplies, and utility 
expenses, as well as health insurance premiums and housing and retirement funds, which the 
priest does not have to pay from his reported income. Moreover, as nearly all Catholic priests are 
single, they do not have a family to support. Thus, in most cases, priests enjoy an attractive 
standard of living with greater stability and less stress regarding making ends meet in 
comparison to their lay counterparts.  
Perception of a priest’s sexuality was reported to lack impact on a priest’s life 
satisfaction. As explained in Chapter Two (under the discussion of the identity of a Catholic 
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priest), a priest is identified as a ‘celibate’ – a type of sexuality that relies on intimacy which is 
purely emotional, social, and psychological, but does not include the physical element (Hankle, 
2010). Just as any man – heterosexual or otherwise – must come to terms with what that means 
concerning who he is and how he relates to others, celibacy also has implications for what that 
means about who a priest is and how he relates to others. The participants’ responses in this 
study may indicate integration of their sexual identity as well as their contentment with their 
celibate life.  
 Priests are called to live a life of service and prayer as defined by the Church and be set 
apart to fulfill certain spiritual and religious duties (Hankle, 2010; Isacco et al., 2016; Rossetti, 
2011). Both pro-spirituals and pro-relationals, though to a different degree, recognize spiritual 
sources of satisfaction as important to them. However, it is notable that almost half of all 
participants of this study rated some of the ritualistic aspects, such as the celebration of the Mass 
and administration of the sacrament, as well as the obligatory recital of the Liturgy of the Hours 
as not very important to their satisfaction.  
Limitations of the Study 
The study has several limitations as associated with defining the Q sample and 
identifying the P sample, as well as data analysis. Although the purpose of this study was to 
explore the views of Catholic secular clergy regarding their life satisfaction, their quantitative 
distribution in the larger populations was not a consideration. The study used a relatively small 
set of participants, all of whom were identified from three Roman Catholic dioceses of two Mid-
Atlantic states, and did not exclusively rely on random sampling procedures. Therefore, 
generalization of the findings can only be related to a perspective proper to the participants and 
cannot be applied to the entire population of Roman Catholic clergy. However, it is important to 
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note that generalizations in Q methodology research are based on the validity and theoretical 
implications of identified opinion types, and not on their numerical distribution among study 
participants (Valenta & Wigger, 1997). 
Use of the forced choice method put certain constraints on the participants in terms of the 
items provided. Limitations are automatically placed on the participants’ responses due to the 
pre-determined statements, and therefore it can be argued that there are only limited accounts 
which can be expressed (Cross, 2005). To address this issue, I have tried to include as many 
items as possible based on the review of literature and after due consultation.  
As in the case of any self-report study, Q methodology relies for its effectiveness on the 
cooperation and frankness of the respondents. This may have its disadvantages. Although 
participants are assured of confidentiality and anonymity, there is still a potential for their desire 
to appear in a favorable light and so they may try to fake responses. While the number of 
uncertain / neutral responses is limited by the forced distribution, there is still the risk that a 
respondent will sort the statements so as to give an account that they think is acceptable to the 
researcher or to the Church rather than one which is true to how they feel about what contributes 
to their satisfaction. 
The creation of the concourse and Q sample – which served as the instrument of the study 
– was chiefly based on the review of literature. Although a few interviews were done with priests 
to obtain more views on priestly life satisfaction, no additional items were reported. While the 
volume of a concourse describing the life satisfaction of a priest is infinite, efforts were made to 
provide a manageable representation of the concourse while finalizing the Q sample. At the same 
time, I do not claim any comprehensive coverage of factors contributing to priests’ life 
satisfaction in finalizing the Q sample. 
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Another limitation of this study was that it did not take into consideration the growing 
number of clergy from international locations who are serving in dioceses across the United 
States. Participants of this study were from three Roman Catholic dioceses and their ethnicity 
was not considered in the study. This may have influenced the results of the study, as culture can 
moderate which variables most influence life satisfaction (Diener et al., 2003). International 
clergy’s perceptions of priestly life satisfaction may differ from that of native clergy of the 
United States. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This study, being of an exploratory and interpretive nature, poses several opportunities 
for future research, both in terms of theory development and concept validation in the area of the 
life satisfaction of the population of Roman Catholic secular clergy.  
This study systematically identified three conceptual types and the most plausible items 
that represent these types and their views on life satisfaction. This research has implication for 
the utilization of the Q sort as a viable method in the construction of an instrument that 
systematically measures priests’ life satisfaction. Positively ranked statements from this study 
may be used to construct such an instrument, and its validity and reliability may be tested on a 
larger sample of Roman Catholic secular clergy. Changes in priests’ opinions could be studied 
by administering Q methodology in a longitudinal manner. 
The study offers the opportunity to refine and validate the concepts and constructs that 
emerged from Q factor analysis. Studying multiple samples of diocesan clergy from a diverse 
demographic background, (e.g., different age groups, from rural or urban dioceses, etc.) using the 
Q methodology may provide a systematic method for cross-sample comparison and establish 
external validity for the typologies and their corresponding items. 
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The model discussed in Figure 3 could be used to generate a number of hypotheses for 
further empirical testing by using a broader sample and quantitative research methods. The 
model suggests that testing associations between opinion types and other quantitative variables, 
such as age, years of life in the priesthood, age at the time of ordination, and variables related to 
diocesan administration or place of assignment, is feasible. Research questions may include:  
• Is there a statistical correlation between priests’ preference and particular opinion-type 
regarding life satisfaction and his personality type (e.g. in terms of the Myers–Briggs 
indicators or Keirsey Temperament Sorter)? 
• Is there a systematic correlation between the opinion-types of the priests and their 
perceptions of diocesan administrators’ leadership styles? 
I think that this study can also be used as a model for future research involving cultural 
differences in visions of priesthood, its basic goals, and values between priests of different 
nationalities, especially in the context of the growing number of international clergy working in 
the dioceses of United States.  
Summary 
 The unique combination of qualitative and quantitative research techniques of Q 
methodology was used to identify, categorize, and understand the perceptions of Roman Catholic 
secular clergy regarding their life satisfaction. While previous research has employed 
quantitative methods to measure the life satisfaction of clergy (Hoge & Wenger, 2003; Rosetti, 
2011; Turton & Francis, 2002), the Q methodological approach of this study allowed participants 
to demonstrate what issues were important to them and thus helped to capture and reflect the 
richness and complexity of various points of view as reported by priests themselves.   
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 This study revealed that priests’ opinion types can be differentiated into those who prefer 
spiritual sources of satisfaction (pro-spirituals), those who prefer interactional sources of 
satisfaction (pro-relationals), and those who prefer a combination of variables related to work, 
health, personality traits, and efficiency (professionals). The focus of the study was not on 
making generalizable conclusions about the clergy population, but on identifying characteristics 
that are typical for each category. However, priests may differ in their degree of fit to the 
category prototype, with some being more typical exemplars than others.  
 Identification of different opinion types among priests within a diocese may be used for 
productive administrative decisions, appropriate personnel recruiting and training, as well as the 
effective consultation and counseling of priests. In spite of their different opinion types, a certain 
degree of agreement among them was observed in their preference for interactional sources of 
satisfaction. 
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Appendix A 
Concourse of Statements 
Spiritual & Religious Practices 
1. Viewing Celibacy as a call from God is important to life satisfaction of clergy. 
2. Participation in priests’ retreat contributes to the life satisfaction of clergy. 
3. One’s commitment to spiritual direction is essential for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
4. Taking time for personal prayer is important for the life satisfaction of a priest. 
5. Life satisfaction of a priest is related to his faithful celebration of the Holy Mass. 
6. Celebration of the sacraments of the Church brings satisfaction to the life of a priest. 
7. There is a relationship between the life satisfaction of priest and his faithfulness to 
praying The Liturgy of the Hours. 
8. A devotional life such as rosary, Marian devotions, personal favorite saints, etc. 
contributes to the life satisfaction of a priest. 
9. A priest’s life satisfaction is enriched through his frequent reception of the Sacrament of 
Penance and Reconciliation 
10. Regular spiritual reading enhances a priest’s life satisfaction. 
Sources of Interactional Support 
11. Support from the bishop is important to diocesan priests’ life satisfaction 
12. Priests who receive strong support and encouragement from fellow priests have more 
satisfaction with their lives compared to others. 
13. Having friends who are fellow priests are important for the life satisfaction of the priests. 
14. Having non-ordained friends is important for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
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15. Life satisfaction of a diocesan priest is related to having a family that supports one’s 
vocation. 
16. Knowing that one’s bishop approves of his priestly ministry is important for the life 
satisfaction of a priest. 
17. Having the collaboration between the pastor and the associate pastor(s) helps priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
18. Being involved in the life of wider civil community enhances one’s life satisfaction as a 
priest. 
19. Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop is important to the life satisfaction of the 
priest 
Ministry and Work Situation 
20. Priests’ life satisfaction is affected by his rectory / living conditions 
21. Supportive parish staff is a factor that affects a priest’s life satisfaction 
22. Having qualified and efficient pastoral staff helps satisfaction in priests’ ministry and life. 
23. The size of parish where one is assigned to, affects his life satisfaction as a priest. 
24. The financial situation of the parish affects the prospects of one’s life satisfaction as a 
priest. 
25. The cooperation and support of parishioners are important factors contribute to the life 
satisfaction of diocesan clergy assigned to parishes. 
26. The extent to which one’s skills match one’s responsibilities in a parish has an of 
influence on a priest’s life satisfaction. 
27. Organizational/ administrative skills of the priest affect his life satisfaction 
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28. Aptness of their formation (training) is crucial for a sense of life satisfaction as a 
successful priest. 
29. The expectations vis-à-vis one’s workload is related to one’s life satisfaction as a priest. 
Financial Situations: 
30. Compensation / salary of a priest has influence on the life satisfaction of a priest 
31. Priests’ retirement pension / benefits is an important factor contributing to his life 
satisfaction. 
32. Personal savings or investments can contribute to priests’ life satisfaction  
Personality / Self: 
33. Life satisfaction of a priest is influenced by his personality traits.  
34. A priest’s sense of self-worth is part and parcel of one’s life satisfaction. 
35. There is a direct relationship between a priest’s life satisfaction and his sense of body 
image and physical attractiveness. 
36. Perception of one’s sexuality / sexual identity has an impact on a priest’s life satisfaction. 
37. A priest’s level of education contributes to his life satisfaction. 
38. The degree of a priest’s of self-confidence directly influences one’s satisfaction in life. 
39. Opportunities for advanced studies in fields of one’s interest / ministry contribute to 
one’s satisfaction in life. 
40. Opportunities to use a priest’s skills and talents is important for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
Leisure: 
41. Taking time to pursue one’s interests / hobbies contributes to a priest’s satisfaction in life. 
42. Engaging in leisure activity has a positive bearing on the life satisfaction of priests. 
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43. Making good use of one’s free times can help a priest’s satisfaction with life. 
44. Recreational activities can increase a priest’s life satisfaction. 
Health: 
45. Psychological health is important to priest’s life satisfaction 
46. The degree to which a priest enjoys good physical health influences his feeling of being 
satisfied with life. 
47. Participating in regular exercise benefits one’s life satisfaction. 
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Appendix B  
Q Sample 
1. Viewing Celibacy as a call from God is important to life satisfaction of clergy. 
2. Commitment to spiritual direction and reception of the sacrament of reconciliation are 
essential for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
3. Taking time for personal prayer is important for the life satisfaction of a priest. 
4. Faithful celebration of the Holy Mass and other sacraments of the Church bring satisfaction 
to the life of a priest. 
5. There is a relationship between the life satisfaction of priest and his faithfulness to praying 
The Liturgy of the Hours. 
6. Regular spiritual reading enhances a priest’s life satisfaction. 
7. Priests who receive support and encouragement from fellow priests have more satisfaction 
with their lives compared to others. 
8. Having non-ordained friends is important for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
9. Life satisfaction of a priest is related to having a family that supports his vocation. 
10. Approval of his priestly ministry and support from his bishop are important for the life 
satisfaction of a priest. 
11. Collaboration between the pastor and the associate pastor(s) helps priest’s life satisfaction. 
12. Impartial treatment of priests by the bishop is important to the life satisfaction of the priest. 
13. Priests’ life satisfaction is affected by his rectory / living conditions. 
14. Having qualified, efficient and supportive parish staff is a factor that affects a priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
15. The size of parish where he is assigned affects his life satisfaction as a priest. 
16. The financial situation of the parish affects the prospects of a priest’s life satisfaction. 
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17. The cooperation and support of parishioners contribute to the life satisfaction of diocesan clergy 
assigned to parishes. 
18. The extent to which his skills match his responsibilities in a parish has an influence on a priest’s life 
satisfaction. 
19. Organizational/ administrative skills of the priest affect his life satisfaction 
20. The expectations vis-à-vis his workload is related to his life satisfaction as a priest. 
21. Life satisfaction of a priest is influenced by his personality traits and temperament.  
22. Aptness of his formation / training is crucial for a sense of life satisfaction as a successful priest. 
23. The degree of a priest’s self-confidence and his sense of self-worth are part and parcel of his life 
satisfaction. 
24. There is a direct relationship between a priest’s life satisfaction and his sense of body image and 
physical attractiveness. 
25. Perception of his sexuality has an impact on a priest’s life satisfaction. 
26. Opportunities to use his skills and talents are important for a priest’s life satisfaction. 
27. Compensation / salary has influence on the life satisfaction of a priest. 
28. Priests’ retirement pension / benefits is an important factor contributing to his life satisfaction. 
29. Personal savings or investments can contribute to priests’ life satisfaction. 
30. Taking time to pursue his interests / hobbies contributes to a priest’s satisfaction in life. 
31. Engaging in leisure activity has a positive bearing on the life satisfaction of priests. 
32. A priest’s psychological health has an important impact on his satisfaction with life. 
33. The degree to which a priest enjoys good physical health influences his feeling of being satisfied 
with life. 
34. Participating in regular exercise and physical activity benefits his life satisfaction. 
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Appendix C  
Invitation Email and Consensus 
Reverend Monsignor / Father, 
My name is Fr. Raju Antony and I am a doctoral candidate in the Counselor Education and 
Supervision Program at Duquesne University. This email is to request your participation in a 
study created to investigate the perception of life-satisfaction among Catholic diocesan clergy.  
This study is being conducted to meet the requirements of my doctoral dissertation.  It has been 
approved by the Duquesne University Institutional Review Board and is under the supervision of 
my dissertation chair, Dr. David Delmonico, Professor in the Counselor Education and 
Supervision Program.   
To participate in this study, you will be asked to sort or rank order about 35 of statements about 
life satisfaction of Roman clergy. It will take 20-25 minutes to complete.  
There are minimal risks associated with participation, but no greater than those encountered in 
everyday life. This survey may benefit you by providing an opportunity to reflect on your 
pastoral experiences as well as, providing an anonymous opportunity to voice your opinions 
related to life-satisfaction.  
Your participation and any personal information that you provide will be kept confidential at all 
times to every possible extent.  Your name or diocese will never appear on any survey or 
research instruments.  All written and electronic forms and study materials will be kept secure. 
Your response(s) will only appear in statistical data summaries. Beyond basic demographic 
information, no identifying information is requested.  The data obtained from this study will be 
maintained for three years after the completion of the research and then destroyed. 
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There will be no compensation for participation in this study. Participation in the project will 
require no monetary cost to you.  Your participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw 
your consent at any time, for any reason.  
To be eligible to participate in this study, you need to be: 
1) an ordained Roman Catholic diocesan priest and  
2) currently ministering in a parish. 
 
Thank you very much, 
Fr. Raju Antony 
Clicking on the link "Yes, I want to participate in this study." indicates that: 
• you have read the above information 
• you voluntarily agree to participate 
• You understand that should you have any further questions about your participation in this 
study, you may contact Raju Antony (antonyr@duq.edu) or Dr. David Delmonico 
(delmonico@duq.edu / 412.396.4032). Should you have questions regarding protection of 
human subject issues, you may call Dr. David Delmonico, Chair of the Duquesne University 
Institutional Review Board, at 412.396.1886.  
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Reminder Email and Consent 
 
Reverend Monsignor / Father, 
My name is Fr. Raju Antony and I am a doctoral candidate in the Counselor Education and 
Supervision Program at Duquesne University. Recently I sent you a request to participate in my 
research on “perceptions of life-satisfaction among Catholic diocesan clergy". I would be very 
grateful if you choose to participate in this important research. 
This study is being conducted to meet the requirements of my doctoral dissertation.  It has been 
approved by the Duquesne University Institutional Review Board and is under the supervision of 
my dissertation chair, Dr. David Delmonico, Professor in the Counselor Education and 
Supervision Program.   
To participate in this study, you will be asked to sort or rank order about 35 of statements about 
life satisfaction of Roman clergy. It will take 20-25 minutes to complete. There are minimal risks 
associated with participation, but no greater than those encountered in everyday life. This survey 
may benefit you by providing an opportunity to reflect on your pastoral experiences as well as, 
providing an anonymous opportunity to voice your opinions related to life-satisfaction.  
Your participation and any personal information that you provide will be kept confidential at all 
times to every possible extent.  Your name or diocese will never appear on any survey or 
research instruments.  All written and electronic forms and study materials will be kept secure. 
Your response(s) will only appear in statistical data summaries. Beyond basic demographic 
information, no identifying information is requested.  The data obtained from this study will be 
maintained for three years after the completion of the research and then destroyed. 
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There will be no compensation for participation in this study. Participation in the project will 
require no monetary cost to you.  Your participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw 
your consent at any time, for any reason.  
To be eligible to participate in this study, you need to be: 
1) an ordained Roman Catholic diocesan priest and  
2) currently ministering in a parish. 
 
Thank you very much, 
Fr. Raju Antony 
Clicking on the link "Yes, I want to participate in this study." indicates that: 
• you have read the above information 
• you voluntarily agree to participate 
• You understand that should you have any further questions about your participation in this 
study, you may contact Raju Antony (antonyr@duq.edu) or Dr. David Delmonico 
(delmonico@duq.edu / 412.396.4032). Should you have questions regarding protection of 
human subject issues, you may call Dr. David Delmonico, Chair of the Duquesne University 
Institutional Review Board, at 412.396.1886.  
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“Thank you Email” 
 
Reverend and Dear Monsignor / Father, 
 
Thank you for taking time out to participate in my research.  I value your responses which are 
essential to my study.  
 
Feel free to contact me via email (antonyr@duq.edu) to request a copy of the results of this 
study. 
 
Thank you, 
Fr. Raju Antony 
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Appendix D 
Screen Capture Images from Q-Assessor 
Screen 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Screen 2 
 
Screen 3 
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Appendix E 
Model Arrays for Three Factors 
 
Model Array for Factor A 
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Model Array for Factor B 
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Model Array for Factor C 
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